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Statutory Orders and Notirications Issued by the fVljntstrjes of the Government of India 
(Of h er f h a n f lie M i a is try o f Defence) 


TJF WFHT 

T? t 200K 

W.3ir, 2597 

^ i97i {] 97 ] ^ 40) 

STRT 3 TfT?T Vir^d^T^tRlR 
^ ( I ) ^r^if^d afTf^mt ^ 

^ ^ ’isKI ^rTfVpTSR ^ T^rT^pHi 

(2) ^ Rl4^rH4T ^^RTO ^ 

^ 4?tT3^' ^ ^ ^ 

■SfrPkl ^ ^ ^ 4 r 

hiRhc^i 

^ TWT 3|fr 

^ "whI^ "fftR 

"■■'■('iT^^ (2) 

■3?TT ^ TfWiTT TI^ 

H-Jid tTF¥ft^ f^Vii 

^ ^ ^ferc 

[m-?iT^-ir-7/200S-m-i ()-^ TT^iOT-Tfr^. [u] 


MIMISTRYOFI[[IME APTAIRS 

New Delhi, the 4th Septesnber, 2008 

S-0.2597.—In CKerciic; of I he powers coofeiTed by 
Seet ion i o f the l^ubl ic J^rcrtl rscs (Eviction of Lj n-authori /cd 
(kciipjnt^) Act, 1971 (40 of 1971), the Ccnlial Govertitnent 
hereby appoints the officer mentioned in coluinn (I) fifthc 
table bciow^ beinga gazeirtd officer of the GovemmynL. to 
be Estaie Oftlcer for the purposes of lhe said Aci, who 
sha! I exercise rhe powers conferred and pcrfonifi [hy duties 
imposed cm the Eslalc OlTfIcer by or under the said Act 
within thy local limits of the jurisdiction in nospeetorthe 
public pi'cmijiCi specified in coluinn {2) of the tabic 
aforesaid, namely j— 

lAm.R 

[^csignat i on o f the t>fn eer Cale^oi y o f pii b I ic prem ises 

and local limits orjodsdictioai 

^1} ” 

Addilmnal Deputy Premises be Ion" ini' to the 

Inspector General of Ceriiral Reserve f^olice i-'orct: 

[Atl ice, G r oup Centre, at V i 1 laK ada ipur. I ciisi I 

Central Reserve Police Sohna. DistrictGur^on in 
['Oi'ce, G ur^aon (PI ary ana] the Estate o f 1 lary ana. 

jP Adl-7/29dii-Adiit-UGGNVMI lA-PI-'.lfll 
n. K AM SU AN TI lAMG Under Sccy. 
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■?fr^ fF^TOti rmr 'firm mrm 

afir'iifrwTJififWn’) 

M 5 2008 

w.air, 35^9 — 

1973 (S974 TTI TI. 1) ^ WH 24 ^ ^.TTT {W) 

^ TKtI ■?Tf?fFn Tl-n "SR^ (FR ■gri f^xi!|tiF:^ferT 
^ tmiFl Rl'4ld4ii T? ''jfi'TEr -JT. 

sra TT^J 7F R TTf^ ^ 

3j-.jqu i ^ -^rn ^ 'TO. TTRrff ^ -ifrr f%N '^w 

^tiifqtT 'gnTtg^T vrife ■RT^n^rtl' ^ 'Tt ttoeh v 
3T?.Rr iPR ^ "^rarFH 

tE F7T BpjiRt t: 

1. ^ TWT, 

2 ^ 

3. 

4. H^tsfr I 

[^. 22 S: 2 () -:oriri- ITi'^-ll 1 

^ 'i^.. 

MIMSTUV OK E*^;RSO^^^■LPLlHI,l^ rrRir\:\NCES 

ano pensions 

C f >i.‘p;i rt nic ii 11 >f i’er so n iitl u n d T i a i ii i n 

Ni:vv fX'lhi. ihc 5th Septizniber. ZHOJl 
S.O. 2599,—In twfjrcisf «r<hfpWi;rs t(jiii',:M\.‘J by 
siib-scoii(vn (Si id'Suctiun 24 ol tKc Codi? !d t.'iin’.]nid 
PmcediiTC, 197? {Act No. 2 on974>,thL'C'enmi!(;HAv:iiLii-;;!iL 
hcitby appoints I'olliivsin;^ Advocates as SpcciHl Public 
Pro sea I to IS Tot wndnciinu prO'secutton of casus ijisiituicd 
by the Ddlti Special Polic [’StablisbnteiM (CUI j at tneStniie 
oifRiijustluui at Jaipur ;>s entriisicd to them b> the Cujiii nI 
Bureau of Invo.ilisiHtion in the trial c cm ins and appcjls 
revisiuHS 0^ other ntattec ttrisintj ctuL of theic cases m 
rv'visional or up pc II ate court established by kicc, 

S Shcl 

1. Ind:ci l.'dvo1 Pharma, 

2. ,\nottg P;ti Sin^h tJhauhtin. 

?. Bativvari Ltirrulchur, 

4. S\cd Aklitar .A I i Nac]v i, 

[No. 22:.'7(> 2(;nfi.AVf}-lll 
THANDRA PSt.AKASM. I aide:'Secy. 

-■Ti in zmti 

W. 25 99 . ■ ■ SPfh.t TT ^ StfsT 1 

197? ( 1974 2) "34 MTTT 24 ^ TS Vir '. S ) 

^ Tpr?! ^ •CtTR’ ITT VsTstT^^ttW 

^ First:/:? 717^ T4 RTTIcFI "R' 

?r^ TffWT TJJT] 

jTRl - 3 ^ 3^^ ttt thctph' tF tjrfW-itMH ■^^:r 


[PAk-l []• SK.JtiOl 

^trfitT'in 31^1^ '^4M-4T ■^' T1 Hi*fcTl 33 

sirfi^ygsrttsfmf fwif ^tiT tst^isr t 

^ sFTcli t;— 

L ItEFI, 

2. rmkfri^ 771 y/t I 

!71. 225.^28.^01)7■■(!]^V111 
3PIT 

New Delhi, bic iOth September. 20t)8 
S,0- 1599.—tri eseici^c of the potvers con furred by 
sub-section (61 ot Section 24 o! the t,ode of Cntitmal 
Procedure, 1973 (Act: w ■. 2 el ' 97.i 1. the remral Oovcrnmoii 
hereby appoints follii'-i tnu .Advocate as Special Public 
Prosecutors fbrtoiiJiK'uiiii prosccuttoit of cases instituted 
by (heDelhi Spociiti I’oIili.' J striblisbrnent (C.Bit 1 tithe Suite 
o'r Jharkhand at DliiJiLlmd as encrusied to them by the 
CeiiLral Bureau fd In^evtii'.atioct in the trial cotii'ls and 
appeals.-'revisinns or .idicf mniicr nrisiit^ out of these 
eases in cevisioiial oj' ofincikitc couit eslablLshcd bv law. 

S.:-S!iri 

!. Kundan K-urntu ^liii'uj. 

1 Sat near t l’.:t-.jdl;uy. 

Wo. 22.' 28 2007-:AV1)-|I| 

V. t ‘. s M tR A Pit A K ASl i, I hider Secy. 

-E 2!.'t18 

2600, ■ -TiTiT^ TTrissra^ 91^ Ti^tii. 
197 ? (1974 ^ Sf^'^rT-Ai tt. 2 j i;/! ’rtn 24 vm (S) 

SKI Trrri air+Hd’:' kt; ^RjrrJT ^ 

srfKtrm TT<it^ gti n?# 

■gflra 7*1FRT RTIKi ^ 

aTftTtfRR , snftKTi. SI^Rl tflR Kttk®! t^I M*1 ^ 

iql 7n 'll"''!'’ -K7. TiF^ “-'tiRST TIKI FPl fO, T| 
■finfim ^^rrtf.ITTr tti iirr-K ^'47^ K 3RFF 5R- T- tlTO, 
FIRS 34l'’T'frir?r ST h '1 Tf f, \ 

I 73'225'.91 201)8-11^1-(11 
"=T? ii^ RFR 

New [)e;i',! . -.hv Anh September. 20118 
S.O. 26011.— 11’- c \ei c l::e 11;' the pow ers conferred by 
sub-section (81 id Seutii M 24 of'ilie Code cd ( riiTiinol 
Procedure, 1973 i.Vct a.' 2 of 59-4'j . the Ceniral 
Governintni herch'. l!r^lnli:ll^ S'.tri MuhLsh Kutnor Miirorhi 
Pro sec in i n a O Qic c ;■ o I 1 i , i' 1.' e : f.ra I B11 t e a li id' I ov e Si 11! 41 i ^ )rt 
PS Special Public Pi■. 1 ■■■.';■ 1 on:' li:r eo^lduelalyLCLtsc^ iuiCliiled 
b\ the Delhi Special Pi Mcl- Jistablisliinetii tC.'Blj in innls 
courts and ilppCids ;'i, c :-.iitii.' or olher nsatters tiri^.rie out 
of these cases in res Auei.il orappelltite ( oiiris.esuihlislted 
by law in any State .n-1 'I'.hin 1 aiiiDtj t<> wide It pvoeisioos 
of tilt aforesaid SetU'i apply. 

jNo. 22.v.30-2W8-AVDdl| 
k I lASDRA I'R.AKASH . Under Secj. 










iqiTtT^TT^ 20,2008/1^ 29 h 
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12 RtdMI, 2003 

26CT,— 

’fqprn 1946 {I94fi ^ 25) ^ ^ 

6 trm 5 ^ ^-tmi (i) ^ vir^w^lf ^ 

^ TF5*I ^ C^f^) ^ 

IvrNhfTT^-liO-20/2006-^ (’#) 14064 
23-12-2006 ?R1 "SRI TF^T^ ^ 

^ ’Em ??tfEF< ^Hp 

fe^RTR, 1^ ^ ^ ^ t^T^ 

^ ^rf^^f^-l976 (1976 
3rtVfFm 49) ^ 5CTTO^^ 

^ 1^?!'^ jjPnw wiHii ^ 

[■??: 228/16/2007-TJ^-IJ] 
Hp^q 

New Delhi, the 12th September, 2O0S 

S.O. 260L—[n wcerciK ofthepcrt^-efsccwnferredby 
svb-settLon < ]) ofScction 5 read with Section 6 ofthe Delhi 
Special PoliiCe E^iablishimentAct, ] 946 (Act No. 25 of 1946), 
the Ceniral Government wirh the consent of the State 
Government of Bihar Home (Police) Department vide 
Notiflcatifwi 1/Cai.80-20/2006-H(P> 14064 dated 23-]2'20{)6 
hereby extends the powers and jurisdielion of the members 
of the I>elhi Special Police Establishment to the whole of 
the State of Bihar to exercise powers and jurisdiction for 
investigation of ihe offence punishable under the provision 
of Foreign Contribution (Regulation) Act, 1976 (Central 
Act 49 of ] 976) in respect of complaint dated 38-01 -2006 
lodged by Under Secretary^ FCRA, New Delhi against 
Tauheed Education Trusty Kishaneanjn Bihar. 

p4o.22JVI6^007.AVT>n] 
CIIARNDRA PRAKASH, Under Secy. 


ftir IRTH^) 

(ftr^ ) 

’'if 1^5^, Si 2008 

2602—^ -anfSjfWT, 1955 
<1955 ^ 23) “Wt ^ 19 ^ Tsfe (’Ef) Sni '0^ ¥ir4rl4f 
Trapr w^., ktrsN'^ wi^ ^ 

^ ^ff*raT api^ 3ir^ i^TRrTk 

17 ^1 

[tFL w. 8/i/2nt)a-^-^-]J 


MIIVISTOY OF FINANCE 
^Department of Pi nn ncial Services) 

Neiv Delhi, the 8th September, 20OB 

S.0.2602,— In exercise of the powers confenrod by 
clause (d) ofScction 19 of the State Bank of India Act, 1955 
(23 of 1955), the Centra] Government, in consultation with 
ihe Reserve Dankoflnda hereby rominaies Dr.Rajiv Kumar 
as part-time non^offlciat director on the Central Board of 
DitBClors of State Bank of India for a period of three years 
from the date of notification or until furlher orders, 
whichever i s earl ier. 

[F.No. K/112008-00-11 
G.b SINGH, Dy, Secy, 

fWl, 200S 

W. 3 IT. 2603 .— ^ (W=tj i^' ynrH 

1970/1980 ^ ^1^5 9 ^ ^ [ I} ’tWT 

(2) ^ 'intT ■^<9^ ^ 3fr#i 13 ?? 

37tFtjr)3iWi^in, 1970/1980 ^ ifra 9 ^f?)'3'rvra 3 ^ 

(’^r) ^ Ti^ ^if^Ri^ ^ TPiftn 

ftsid TTCmf ^ ^ JtiK)?! 

infect.il?3^ ^ 07-10-20(0 r1^ ^ 

Srafll ^ 318ra a-iqi ^ '9^ ^ 

(1* amaiT 3pi^ am^ t^r, 'll '9^ it, ^ ofi n^vi<+^ 

H aqT^WRl ^ ^ ■q ij-nirnti 1 

9 /] 3/2007-^^-! 1 

New P^lhi^ the fi(h September. 20D8 

S,Oh 2603— I n exerci sc of the powers con ferred by 
clause (0 sub-section {'^) of Section 9 of the Banking 
Coinpan ies (Acquisition &. Transfer of Undenak ings) Act, 
197Q/1980 read with $ob-cJajJ3e( t)^&C2)o I'clause 9 oftlie 
Nationalised Banks (Managemenl & Miscellaiicou^ 
Pi a V i s i 0 ns) Scheme^ 1970/19S0, t he Central Govtmnicnt, 
after consultation with the Reserve Bank of India, hereby 
re-nominates bhri JagdishChaiid ^handil. MMCj Scale 111 
IJCC Bank. asOfTicer Employee Director on the Board of 
Directors of UCO Bank for a period up lo 07-10-20 E 0 or 
uniil he ceases to be an ol'ticer of the UCO Bank or until 
further orders, whichever is the carlicsi. 

IF. No 9/n/2007-BO-ll 
C. B. SINGH, l>y. Scey. 

9 2001^ 

^tT^3TT. 26 &4, ■ ) 

197(}/I980 "SF T5FT 9 (I ) ^T«n (Z) ^ 

qfer, ^ 3T^ -srem) 

1970/1 yso ^ VRT 9 ^ ^ {^) 
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n-ii-. rjA;!i:ri'h. di' indja 


::<2€.2itDii'l.!l!AnffA 


^ TT'"’". 

m -e h7f:.:7t ^4- -Tvyr.^, ttht^ tit-: y'T^r'' " 

[]. iTv’Ri oir ^ ^ ’’ 'i' r- ‘^r 

"ik i'‘,VrT< A-1 '>. tts-Jl'H i 'R 

i}^ ^ jT'/r-ir- i'^■i- ¥IT^:i IW., ^ -fr ^ r . fN'--TCI 
^ IE tT'"- li 

3TTn "fi 

rT^;TX'J i :-:i;iii j 

-^T 7 -.'ir^^! 

^■=J^■. [>l:!I:;. ’’Tn S[‘,M:iri-.U?^T. 1'')^':^^. 

S.O. 2W.U.-- !^'--a;.LA ^ ■■■: \ 

by :)or'M=j'’-':i ^::ini’i i .il SCiziicn '.' 'Hr^Nv : ■.■. !!.:ri^ 

C CH T^p 3 n [ z ^ I .■ ’. \. "^|M : 11: >1: ^ !'''^ ^ tr f I ■ n ("t.' i"^ m ^ ■ ii ^: ■■ '■ ^ ' I. 

1470 ' I i sub-t (1) it ^ oi'._ :'.Mho 

il^siiks bVlLinL^ii<!isien( t M 
Provisitin?:) llit: i k.-^ irV/V!^^. 

after con^■^ilft tii^^ f^osurv^: ot IiiJi >. l-L-i cb; 

m^rtUi^JKC'n Skif' s^'Tik'ii MMC} S^-jiv i! ' l^i!=r:. 

as OtHcer l^iiceUvr -ViMho ei TIv::or 

Viiava ■'■^r li o^'fires yesr^ kr:-!'^ :h-: ■■■ i'.- \5='' 

nat i EU";iI!ari <:■- w mil] l-; ccrs-sf o to be im oiTn. ^i- n''!b■: \ ' ■.:i;. 
or am:! ibrilic:' ;;vc':^'.a. ■■■'■bn;h^;^o^ i=> -N:! f?ii b.--: 

(!■ Jiy)=-jy i-i ! 

G. 

-:■ U: j;ia>i 

^ Lr; ■ T-T^ :rlP^T^i ^ irbn -.rr;- - 

w:^., V>T^ ■=^-- ^ irM.,, 

-^frdt ^ ■^\ ]0 '37^ “T ■ !: '^i 

(tt' ^■- -^O::.-.- X ._\\ -^ -r:;:\-! -.-■: ^TT 

^ #t. ^r*^' :7:T: rf^^T - ' -■■:-^ TW 

li^rri ^ri-vT ---rrY 

f^ ^ '-T^- !b: 


^T-n ^ r^ ^ ?¥7T Tj-ip -iiTJn "[ ^ 


\v'A i^^ri:yb-=j :0: S 

>.0. -■.■'i'? ■ 1 ■.■■■-i■:n’!"L'r;■■-v<•’■■■. ■:o 

Si'Clian ■!']■:.■ Eoi[-k:n^ jiqoiN'nTiiJcl ACk. i :7- ■■: ■ 

ihc Crr?^-L-]inTiciu al' biLi;>^ or ilie re^ommiiti^l.n.i- - . 
Rc'ioirvc iliv.xk ol'bi-.ri.i. hereby ^inu- -.Iv i-r -^ 

at' mih-ei.uLk- (i i AWyA^-c \ e) ot ■^n^'->octl( o 11. ■' ■ '■■■. 
lb liij'-fic i'.Mt' A:i ^!:.1^L Tl'.n iipply lo lk;:':V c.i ■ ■:■.: ■■■■ -.■I 
b r^!r:tv?^ L'skin^j Lip L^i^c-fior^ h iL) b; ".' ■ 
MpiKa, Gkjo n:^a MariLlCi'ri- f’jn^clr.for Mv . 

PpgrJ or the Join: VeoiLii e Aiis:: yj_ = :-.L -, 


LLiii^pnny or u\c 
MLijiLi^ctncrn j^td. 


2&ce. 


0^t:l'_I' L.lobji' 


n- Nl- :o ;■ ^(i:j> i?-oi 


, [yS!:o:][. i:a s. 


ntt ^v;rji lyry^: ■. 


ltJ7<> 






(^iLrpTT ■ 


r 'TPr ^ TFT T^-IT" ■ ' 
■>i4:-i ^^fTTrT 5^7.. 


r-j ir- rjr: ^-p^i-rni. | o/r! 

^ : ?rr^ vr- 

-r:^T jj' ■■^. ''i::-? 


rjfTTTv: . -^^TtTFPi .= 

V" 

^ ■?■■■: : ■ 
M'^4 ^ ■. 

^ ^IT, ■ 


"I’A t-ti 


■ -r: ZTT^- 

■■ : cTF vTr^n'-Jn' o:' 

r r ■■■! ■ J i J M Of-TTF" rT-T "7J 


rr-n Tj^ vj -r .■ :J' ■ j rl 

New IX'lly. :! .; :; S.■■ p'.i':-jrVV. IO()ri 

SX^- * . b I .. ■ ■ ■' i [! "je 0- "lA l: I -i- J i"! IH L '.'i\. J. h \' 

claUicrX^ortue Sol": ii. o=''S^:oLiini ‘^liL'IIio IkM-.kirLi 

t'!ontpa]i:e^ (^^c^lll'-lr■.:■■■ ^:.:o :'!Lii!^!;.r di" l-ndL'i'tiiioij^-n:' 

Aet, I ^70 rtiLid wi^l - y .i- a ■.' : l Tn.i j MiTI.rinO o ,,| l|k- 

Nal(0!in!i/<r'Ll E^^il■.b.^ -c.^ .■ nc^L im^l ^5i^L■i.■ll:■■.l■J^llK 

Provisions; Scfcicin^.'. l y "- -.. b i -1 ivt: ljI C d.i\^j :imL;ii! ii-.-; 
appoints Shri N.S!':!:I- .i ' f.o.i:! A^si-ntniii. 1-idon J^iiX liI' 
Indiik \E.S. .Vlai'L'., ik-.:.-.|- ii':'. MLiLnh:i! \\>. LTonivm. 
^iinpjoyL'L DiivLSL'.:-oi ■'.I-i; i o inl^■eUlT"^ol t rmri IJiink 
o1' I ndtii. l Eo IV i! ] Sk I !o I -I ■ ■. :■ ■ ■ .;v- ri ■ o:' i i-itve > l-;i rs E'l ow \ ho 

diUe orNotilicaboiii- i.i il! i'i."'"._:-oi'l-j:->.-\vlLiLlKvoi i?.o l:-.!vI' 

! i' No.'" ’.0'=" iK; 

!■■ ■■ 'iMJl-.RSOOl) l-OLki'SCLA 
Ik"-;': ■ -■ ■'0!i;^ 


2b07.- 


II l^yTO d 


l<.-j:y >7 


!^) -6^ r^iv’ 




^ y ^1 -^'^■ 


Tm'' ::^-r>VT-. !o-=(> 

rp:: 4^:^ ^ 




^'PT'-l-^b. ^r-: 

^’tT. TF TTr^ TI7 “ 
■rfidWiCi T ^-'T 


^r>i-T -yi 


■:ko=l '7 I Tq 


H ?f^T M'r :-.io^' o: i'-’’". 'ir^i '-">■=. -.i' 


^ Fl. ■4-.IO I-- 


^T. I J.- O N^O'^- .Vi : Vk ! 


'.1-^1 V ’L: y ;|.JJ Ji 














['mil]—3([i)l 


j1W^20H2008/'Tr^ 29. 1930 
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New Dethip the 15th SeptembeTp 2O0S 

S-O. 2607.— Fn exercise of the powers conferred by 
clausc(c) of the Sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Bafnking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer cf Undertakings) 
Act, 1970 read with Sob-cEau$e (2)[a) of Clause 9 of the 
Nationalizd Banks (Management and Miscellaneous 
Provisions) Scheme, ] 970^ the Central Goverrunent hereby 
appoints Shh E>evender Cass Rjustagj, Special A^sistanc 
Canara Bank^ Rccovety Section^ Ciiole Office^ Nehju Place. 
New Delhi as Workmen Employee Director on the Board of 
Directors ofCanara Bank. He will hold office for a period 
of Lhnee years from th^ date of NoEiftoaiion or unnl further 
orders, whichever 1$ earlier. 

[F.No.l5/6/2C07-IRi 
RAJTNDERSOOD, Under Secy. 


TWTW arftT irftwr 

[ "“iPT r^pAWTH fh^. 

(3 flninf ] 

2<H)S 

^,OT, 

^ ** pl^H 1976 ^ lO ^ 

(43 it i WFMT ^ 

^ TJpft Tf^ 

(srryi} i r^Hfc^rwTTwr^' 

^0 uPn^fia T? ^ yra 


%^n ip ^ t- 

], TTOSTR 

4. STH 

5, wrn{ 

G. 7T?^( 

7. ^Tpff 


t 1101 [ 2 )/2/2fl03- [ U m.) ] 

^TTcf, y^'KI Hpiq 

MINISTRY OF HEALTH AND FAMILY WELFARE 
[DcfHirtmentorAyurvcd+Yoga Sc NaturopathVi Unanu 
Sidtia Homeopathy (AY USE ])| 

New Delhi, the4th September, 200^ 

S.O. 2608.—in pursuance of sub-rule (4) of [he 
Rule I Oof the Official Language''Use for ofTioifi] purpose 


of the UnionRtile, 1976 the Central Govt, hereby notifies 
the following offices under the adm ini strati ve control of 
Department of AYIJSH Ministry of Health & Family 
Welfare whereof 80% staff have acquired the working 
knowledge of Hindi:— 

1 . Central Ayurved Research Institute Lucknow 

2. Central Ayurved Research Institute 
BKubiteswar 

3. Regional Research Im^titute (Ayurved) 
ihausi 

4. Regional R^ear^h EnstUote (Ayurved) 

Banglore 

5. Regional Research Institute (Ayurved) 
lammu 

6. Regional Research Enstitute (Ayurved) 

Vijaywada 

7. Regional Research Institute ofUnani Medicine 
Patna 

[No. E. 110]8(2y2,'2003-E S M.((XU>| 
_ SHEVRASANTJt, Sccy. 

trhr ~ 0 '»ih i <T liiMn 

{ +i^4i aflr iijniid Urtrnr) 

29 2 (H)k 

2609."^ TTST^ it 

WT) I97G fco 

(4) ^ ^ TF^ fWt ^ 

vRfTR 71^ ^rnTw tt^. 

int 1101 l/2/20fi7-1t^l 

TRFjf c;i+i, ^Hpric^ 

MINISTRY OF SEtIPPING ROAD TRANSPORT AND 
IIECHWAVS 

(Department of Rood Transport & I lighways) 

New Delhi, the 29th August, 20014 

S.O. 2609.—Jn pursuance of sub-rule (4) of Rule lO 
of ihe Olficial Languages (Use for Offlcia] purposes of 
IJnioiq Rules, 1976, the Central Government hereby ncjiifics 
the Indian Road Congress, Jamnagar House. Sliahjhart 
Road, New Delhi under (he Administrative Control ofihe 
Departniciil of Road Transport & Highways, staff 
whereof have acquired the w^orking knowledge of] lindi. 

[No.E. I10lia^2007-Hmdil 
SAROJ KUMAR DASH, h. Scej 
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f TU'itiHr Twnin > 

VSTrini Hii^ Btjtl 

■51^ ’P^F^fr. 4 fwTT^, 2006 

2610,- WT[T ^ 1987 ^ 7 (1 ) (T^) 

arRrijf^ i 1^ (oRt) h w/fM M i - 

sRTT WlitftltT 'TRrfRT iTH^(^') ^ ^ 3^k W’R 

'll ^ sltr 4^T fiofi 

^ __ 

], 311^ 1549:1994 ^ W'R WIT 2 STTT^fT 2003 31 -iT^ 20(18 

fT^) ^ ^Ffl^TTTT-tTfTl 


Witrn ^ Tjfmif ■917^ iO=RT *1?R. 9 TTT? W7 TTFf. ^ 1tR4t- 1 IO(Kj2, ^^rulHljr' ; 

X|P^ w TTO^ ■4.;4ld4l; -sI'IhV, WTT^, "^^TITT^, t^P-TK, 

(fingr. tfi^, ■jm ^ RuF-^HtiiuJti ii f=Tgft t 4^ f i 

j Tnr4 :T'ra^4:‘^i-i [ 
(^ifTTtff) T% 5qrt^, ^r*T^ TJTfT n;^ ( (rJH4l i \) 

MIMSTKV OFCONSUMKR AEEAlItS, FOOD AND PUBLIC DfS I !iHiU I [OiN 
(Dvpiirtni ciitofCoiiiiumcrArfairs] 

BI IREAl / OF [NDl AN STANDARDS 
New Lklhl. ihe-Uh September, 2008 

S.O. 3610. —■ [n fiur!vuanc^f nt'c]aLi5^e(l3) {jf-Suh-nLirfl) (?fRult: 7 □iirAZi^LJ al'f^Lliini Sl^LiidLiids RuIitl. E^?S7, i\rj 
Bureau of Indian Strindurds hereby muiJles (hm <he hidiiin SlancJiird^, piaiiiculari of tvhlL'Ii .^Ji^en in Uie Sdnjdule hcivui 
annexed ha^e been establi^^hed on the date indicaicd u^iiiin^iL each’ 

schedule: 


SI. No. 

No & Year of the 

Indian St:indard(s) 

No. & year of 
amendment 

\")^\W liodi \vhicli the 
:iiiichdiueh[ ^hal! haw 

elTcrt 

(1) 


[j) 

[4r 

L 

1 WCtxie for 

Airendmcnt No. 2 

'1 Aih.'.iiM 2(J(r8 


class ill cut ion i>f prereeiised 

AMiiu&[ 2008 



l'e^^cni^ isci up ^fci st ] eviii[>n) 




Copy ofihii Ssnndard ii available for ^ale willi Lhe l^ureau of Indian Staddardn. Vlnimk Hhavan. Bahydin' Shah 
ZiHiv Marg, N t:\v [X: Hi i - ] 10002 arid R egion a E Oft i r. e^; ■ IXI hi, Ko I catta Chan d igarh. C' h r: nii lL :, lm nha i and n I so I lia nc fi 
OBicefi: Ahincdabad, Bungaloce^ Bhupal. lihiibahu^inv^sf, Cohnbaiore. Guwahati. 11\ jLT:i'-'<id. Juipuv. KintpMr. \i!^pui-. 
Patna, Pune, Thinn-anohlhapuram. 


[Kef Ml l>d l-?| 

i?IC<MKS.)SNUf] E^llAl l.A. ScmhIs' I ' ^:: ]khd(Mvi fn^u.f 
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2008 


aff. 2611,—'iiwlti^fnro 1987 7 ^^#PW(l) (is) ^ ^ »jR(fhiTinRf 

T^jJPJpni ^ ^ ‘in'D C^) 1T?ft*l*T f»«ii <wi/lV*^ if : 





^ ^ 1?if« 

urnitn 511*1,^ 

(1) 

(2) 

(3> 

(4) 

1 

snttfTT 2830 i 1992 s-f^rn 4 ^iJirTTiH 

1^1^ "itfJn ®CT^i ^'le, 

51WT 3, Jiprpi 2008 

21 WR?i,2noa 


Tjfr^r *inm "I*! still'll “jtl, »i«n, 9, ’FT'f, ^ 110002, 

M 1 %v?ff, TT*tl ^irOT : W*ISWS, W'lTiV, 'TWi^, 

nri^^^j "93*^1 ^ (l*^ i4'lM«( ^ I 

[1T?^ :’51131^4/^-941 
SI (#qfir) 1% inz5ir, ^hiPh* tr uga <t?r^) 
N6w Delhi, the 4 th September, 2008 

S,0, 2611.— In pursuance of clau&e (b) of sub-Tule (l)ofJiule7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule 
hereto annexed have been established on the dole mdicated against each : 

SCHED(n£ 


SI. 

No. 

No, & Ycflf of the Indian Standards (s) 
amendment (s) 

KOr &. Year of the amendment 

Pate from which 
the amendmem 
$hall have effect 

(1) 

(2) 


(4) 

i 

IS 2550 : 1992 Carbon steel cast billet ingots. 

Amendment No. August 2005 

7) August^ 2005 


billets, blooms and slabs for rerolling into steel for 
general smicturai purposes 
(second revision) 

Copy oflhis Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regiona] Offices : New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Munrihai and also 
Branch Offices.: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, 
Nagpur. Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram- 

fRef; MTD4n-54l 

DR (MRS-JSNEH BHATLA, Scientist F Sl Head (Met Engg.) 
2008 

W. atr. 1611 .—'RRtiNfHPRi (nif) 19S7’^i^ 7( 1 ) (®) 31^51TDT’^''TOfrtT 

■riPRr ^ ^ 'fe faR viRrfttt tlFWf ^ ^ ^ ^ f ;- 




tilBlT 

y^itr^jrT iTisf*n ^ 

'TOrTd Hi-Tflfi ^ a^rcishTMo wTcffq 

TIPRT -sret^ RPNff, ^ TT, ^ 

1 

^snpRT 1?rf^ 

Cl) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 

intC^T 8777 ; 2n08/'31T^T??T3li 3410:1989 ^ 

^1^1 ^-qrrt 

W (’98^ ^:r1sPT) 


51W, 2008 



fl'-.ii- !! -S!-; JfMsI 
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2 ; 57??i2nfis ^ --i N 

2 3r|T![H 1 5 ^.Vi ( l };2l)ns,'i'W1i^ i X\’i4 . :J :'('I.| 

q7(r^ir -i-'t ;pin -J feii ^n 'i-.i. i 

T15ft77T XT xrni^ W jri''nrrT ^ "V '■■■:'J 

titth'r ^r:i cJ:rH 

4 3TTfim I u'l ■! ^-ii'l ? j :II00?'^/-I- 2 '■ 

2f>f)(1 IT^ir-TT "rfi ’iff TifTHiiH"?: '"T" 

2 5mi iT'‘'rWi ’iiT iWP ’irr'i ^'.rH r 

f^rgr? 


;4; 


!'^ 


jiio^ 




Ri ^ ■Hlrd^J 'CT=T^ . iTTT^ ^ 'T:; 

^ ^^"^TI--.I i. '■Trj-frrr^. 

T^d'. ’'pr i-d-.: n ^ i 


A:Vi .■■ IN!. t ^>1 h S(;pti; I n be r, 2 HO li 

S. Or 2 (> 1 Z.— L i i pN r 5 Li 11:0 be 1 ;ki se (b j i:: ■: -.! ^ i-: -.i ]^i\] of Kii tc V o f t lie I \u n-: Ln; e! 
ihe Buiciiij L)!' ini.ii^-i boreb^ noli Tv.:-, fi-.e tfni IndiciTi Stund^iv-Ji. p.mi:: 

iht Schedule beic riimc:^ed h^lv^ |>cri:n t;>LLJLbkNllvJ on 1:^: inriicntyd aiiLiinsl. n : 

■ CllliDliLR 


YM. 


i-:rvT^TT:, 'yrr^-*. 


'T ' TT^' Tthu I r 1 

■l!:i StlM'idJi; U'N Rnl-.'i. ! ^^1^7 

]S i:i' ’Aliieh :ii\'' !!!-\ i:ii \i\ 


SI. Na & Vliut oL'ihe iiuiifin SiLLiLuLirdin i-:^lL;bii>!v^L Ro YtJi of Indmn S[L!iii1.iA^-. i ■! /. I\luajI' 

Vo. Siiptn'yoded by line liKni::'>' ! -.i:i!-.l [■Niijbli^iiniL.'nl 


(IJ C) _ <-^)_ __ '■"> 

1 lK877?L:0i)S S'SO34L0;l9S9;Wi(;Limirii AiiierKlmeruNci. I. VJ{)3j A:i'i;bi N.'iiK 

macliii^L'n - LrJljs^. ’. Liriitilo- V-l1^;L^^ .■:L,i.i 

GroLivc Sccticn-. orCunciipo'idinL' l’i;li':;-.;: 

(tir^X revRion) 

2 IS 15"? "r ■/: 20^^ Se led i on o f H ack T ( hi i n to !' -- :: - ■-■, - ^ H 

Mela1 Caning - R^icOiMincndationji 

] [S 15 S.^^^(Py (1 O ZOim iSO : 2 iM — ^'ii-osi 

l-lrgonoiuie L>e-^i^n ior ihc SJlfcly (>^^■^ilvhliLei■;-■ 

[^an ! P ri m c Lj’i I cii ft Del emi i n i l)i c D i o. leii v. i ii i: ■. 

Reqiiir^d foi' lor Whole-body .yc.'o^s mio 

Muchhieiv 

4 IS 1 2 ): Zm ISO 1 5fM-2 : 201j0 — a u^u.i. :0(!>! 

LYL^ononiii; tor lhi; Ssj'ety of Maehinoi^ ■ 

rt 2 I n i nc i p L s to r Do iciii \ \ ni I be U j i ru-1 1 -i i-. i n 

Required tor AuCci^ 0|X'nni^?. 

C onV i I f iJie^e Sliin dar^i ^ K iiva i! n b )e lb i' ■?: i li; a i i: i l be Ru re au c?l' I [i di an S la 1 ;^.!. 1 ■ l : ■^. . 1.: 1 : i^U FI hj^s v an Af I hi h . 1«1 r 
Shah /;t[ar Mare. Ne\v I'^clhi-110002 and Reeiunni ORDelhi, Kolkintu, Cl Miidi:.-..! !■.. OiioiiTiai. Mun :h.ii Lln^L Ro 
Branch Ofllce.'i Ahnicdabadr Run "a! ore. BJiopai. Rhalvinej-hwar, Cosmbaiorc, Gnvvnli.ii-. D .Cnpur. Kanpur. 

^■a^plLr^ Patna. Rune, 4 hiniviiriLinlhapurann 
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M 9 2008 

■an, 3Tr, 2613 —srnjhi 'hrv ■pm 1987 ^ 7 ^ <!) ^ ^ <i5r) ^ aTj«?'Ji fl’ ■«TTOhr ■rr^f 

i^n^Ki anal "11^ "Pi^ an?fr*r nnat ^ ■farai aar/fe^ a^" f :- 

_.. 

^ 'TT^itfVTf ^ fl-wi 3^[T'M ^ ^r®Tr ^irj^’^ 

(I) (2) <3) (4) - 

L wi^nwroaFT^Tirriw^ 4 3?iipr200H 

feia ^^yn^- faHf i fe aia i tibr^ aa—fen 
aia 2 ^ (^??it 

1 OT^ 4003 (aPTl) : 1978 W'11^- 2 3irTO 2008 

fliftife aia I ywM JH-nVi [aTyarr 

antfe aiaarf ^ afniaif afl- iiffet afeta anar aRar aaa, 9 aFijr w ara. af fe^- 11 otH)2 . 
ijlsflaairafaraf; af "ft?#. a-Widi, aar Tirar 'ainiTd«J s 31 Sh<|iik, wa^^R, atw, ■*imh 4<, 

■jaifid, "ianaia, aa^t, ^lay. an^r. ■asar. ■'j;^ am tfe^a^T^ra "Ff faaft ^afr®a If i 

[ipi^f; ’feitS/^-3.51 
g, a4diai4, ‘i‘ na agur (.^frsi^) 
M«w Delhi, ihe 9lh Sfpteinber, 2008 

S,0, 2613.— In pursuance of clause {b)of sub-rule (I) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Smndards Rules, 1987. 
the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of vt'hich are given in 
the Schedule hereto annexed have been amended on the date indicated against each :— 

SCFIEDL'LC 


SI. Mq. & Year of the! od ian Standards EstabI ished 

No. of A mend merits & Date 
Established 

Date of No. 

(ij m 

Q) 

(4> 

1 IS 3099 (Part ] and 2): 1992 Microscopes— Slip$ 
and Si ides—Specification Part 1 Microscope Slips 
Part 2 Microscope Slides (Firat Revision) 

2 IS 4003 (Part 1): 1978 Specificatiott for Pipe 
Wrenches Part 1 General Purpose (First Revision) 

4 

2 

August 2008 

August 2008 

Copy of these Amendments of Standards is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 
Bahadur Shah 2afar Marg, New Delhi-1 ] 0002 and Regional Offices; New Delhi, Kolkala, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai 
and also Branch Ofliees ; Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore. Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur. 
Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 


(Ref; PG[>G-3 5J 
S. BHATTACHARYA,Sc. E' & Ilcad(PnD) 


a| f^uvil, LI feWT, 2008 

3ff. 2614.— *1 1 # ^ maa iis^ (■ymm') PiPm 1988 ^'aafem (5) t ff 'Hi-ttila hm*' api n,fl4§io 

4iPigr^H "aiw ^ fe ftR ^ [^sRui "If 1H lf “4 +41 atr ian ■? i— 




ihH cHI+ftl 

^rew ^fwi 

Wt^cl 

cf!S+lftmitl w 
■4TR ^ ■'nil 

iKKrtlil HH4i 

VI ’■TT vm 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(6) 

((>) (7) 

(8) (9) 

L 

7836492 

9-6-2008 

■ftWlTI TfS 4^)W'>I ■'17 

"If®!! 36, TJE ^ 

fm 

ur^rtW) ffetH W 

atriRr) 

14543 

Tim 


3339G1W-2 
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[IVai fJ- SiCjliitl 

i^) <H) {H) 

( 1 ) 

CJ) 

U^) (4) 

(5) 


7^Aim 



im 



■=T, 423 ^ ^ 




#n*ir^, 'dT^Te r^Ri 

34t1l^ir) 







3. 

7RSSWj. 

.i'J -C- 2(H)S ’5^ . 


2(W)4 



)0_10:-2. 





fsiBT tpr. 

^T^TTS^l) 








784 549:^ 

7 ■■?-jj.)0rt ■sST^sit 

f 4 ^r ■Jl'4 rT .; : - 




22^. qT' 

1:fd 4i Inditi ^ 









■^:r[TT^ 



5. 

785545^ 

■' ■■ 7- ■ 20DSi if-V^' •? 

t<^'-^f 4TR , 




85, ■^. tt-: 





i^iin TTT. -^i . 





4J5I10 ^tb; FRrr?i, 




785539^ 

i>i ’^rT^fT T^ Tn? 


lOi'Ja 



^:fR ^'. ^ri - n ! , ilp. y;-' 5! 






;4RTn5r) 




trir-srr'Tfnrr, t-^'rrr jr^syBi^r. 





4J4J1] 



1 

7855294 

4-7-200!i 1771) 

\Tfi) -Jl-aft; U r.d :, ■: 

2()fU 



17. 15'. 3/1, 4;l.'i.‘<jn'Tr. 

fl=RTrT jTtI ^ 




i^lfT^rra (<frcff) jcr^^j 





_ f^RTT 1 ] ')-i 





HtK=^ 




78556^: 

7-7-20017 

tf:[^frl -4^ ■■■:: .> 

ij- h^88 



(TESr^r^f .■, iTi V. 

^ ?Jr7^ ffNWr 





’4FT-] B^T^f^rrfeTT 




ftfTHT ■^-4 1 05 Dt'. ^r-''; 

^i"i(ii 34T7 11 on 







9. 

7S55702 

7 ■ 7 200S ‘^^TrTi . 

■qMf’lTn ■: V 




( '^^JrjIiTiiH^ '■ . '4. 





343 .. '^, rTBpT: '^p--'^-. 

’im-i d^iif^iiUdi 




fj>(^ ipr-41().'tf0, -wsinv 

>in'^?if 3,3 !t^' m 





if, 4 -I .-^ ^ 2'^J.-i 

]0)4. T^-r. ^T%c1 ; 


la 7^^^} 


l-!-2y\0^ 
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(1) 

(2) 

C3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) (7) 

ts] (9) 

in 

7835692 

10-7-700E 

^Frf^T^T f^n+i 


]4543 

3fl04 




16/4, Mti+liH. diy+l 

mtrd-* fiiTOT ^ ^ 






413517, 

SlcTlW) 



12- 

7R57504 

[J-7-200B 

f?iwn 'W^ 


784 

2001 




‘^Tf, 219, Sir'75^5^ 

(rmft'i FfR) 













TTSHW, Mr'Ttfl 416405, 










13. 

7SS7706 

2I-7-700S 

sjt 

wr sik Rof t^srar^, 

1417 

1999 




■^. 34, sn^ 

■3H3 ^ u l/Hf 1 1 1 













ftf?TT ■yit 4] 104«(, 




L4. 

7857807 

21-7-2J00S 


wf'SfTT ■f*T?f’ilTgti, 

1417 

1999 




1794. Trrat ■^, $WTMil-l 

3flT*JF'T/f?R=9[FRt-'?f3F 




{^im) r^dl HWt 415409, 


FTTn^/n 111] 
iinflT, TJ (^) 


New Delhi, ihe ] !th Sftpteiflbcr 200fi 

S.O. 2614.— In pursuance ofsiib^regulaEton 5 of regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Stand ard.s (Ccrtificalion) 
HegulationSn 19^8, ofihe Buntau oFlnd ian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licences particLilat? of which are given in 
the following schedule ; 

SOIEDUU 


SL 

No. 

Licence 

No. 

Grant 

Date 

Name and Address of the 
Party 

Title of die Standard 

IS No. 

Pan Section Ytstr 

1. 

7836492 

9-6^2008 

Ti'idhara Foods & Beverages 
Gal No. 36. At Mohadal Post 
Asia Taluks Chaliur, Distriot 
Laiur 

Packaged drinking water 
(Other than packaged 
natural mi nerat water) 

M543 

2004 

2. 

7847093 

3-7-200S 

Saikrishna Agro Food 
Industrie^ 

M ilkat No,423 A^-P Chandan- 
wadi, Boribhadak Taluka 
Daund, District Pune 

Packaged drinking water 
(Other than packaged 
natural mineral water) 

14542 

2004 

J. 

7855092 

306-2008 

Friends Mineral Water Pvt 
L.td. 

GatNo. t030.^AtlPnst 
PerncTaluka Have it 

District Pune 412216 

Packaged drinking water 
(Other than packaged 
natural mineral water) 

14543 

2004 

4, 

7S45493 

7-7-2008 

Deo Industries 

Gut No. 224 At Janapurj 
Taluka Loha District Nandcd 
431611 

Packaged drinking water 
(Other than packaged 
natural mineral waler) 

1454] 

2004 
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(]) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

C5) (fi) 

(7) '(8) (9) 

5. 7^55^96 

7-7^2008 

Sarupchend Krishnaji Os^l 

S^H^Jiiruwar Peth, 0pp. 

Mfinora. Chawadi Chowk 
Karad 4 ] 51 ] 0, Di airier Saiam 

Gold and Gold alloys^ 14] 7 

jeweileryvanefacta-Finene^i.'i 
and marking 

1999 

6. 7855395 

3Sh6.2008 

Chaitanya Fotrds &. A^ro 
fndustriea 

Plot Mo. P-131 0pp. Ul^T 
Connpany.Nimhafk Koad. 
MfDC, Dismet Ahinedoayat- 
414111 

Packaged drinki ng water 14 ^43 
fOther than packaged 
natural mineral water) 

2W 

7, TSSSZ'Ai 


Aiharvij Agro ]:idia:iTri^E 

H. M Q. j .=■ ). 4-^ 1 1D a^ar 

Atnbegaon (Bk) Katraj- 
Muitibai Highway District 
PL]ne4llC}4S 

Packaged drink Ing wate r ■ 4> 13 

fOther than packaged 
natural mineral water). 

2001 

8. “855^01 

7-7-2008 

V \ ttoiex Ca b le L1 d. (F 1 VPC Cross linked pn lyethy lene 7008 

Divi.^ifiDjGaf No. 343 Urse, insulated PVC sheathed 
TaFukaMaval, DiiiiiLricL Punp C 4 bles:?an 1 for working 

4lOSnf) voltage upto and includmi^ 

) 100 V 

01 I9S8 

9. 7855702 

7-7-2008 

Finolex Cabk Ud. (H VPC 
Division) Gat No. 34.7 Lrac, 
Taluk a Maval Dis stria Pune 
410506 

CrossIinked polyethylene 7(N8 
insulated PVC sheathed 
cables : Part 2 for work ing 
voltage froirL3.3 Kvupro 
and including 33 Kv 

02 I9«5 

ii). 785580.’ 


AtuI Enterprises 

S.No. 1014 Mj>rkan'a]'jka 
Khed. DisLriaPurie4l2lD.'; 

iVecast concrete pipes 
(with and without 
reinfoncement) 

2003 

11. 7835692 


Sanni iira Food & Dri nki 
[6.'4. Malkapur Telukn L'dgir 
District Laiur^l 7 

Pac kaged drinking water i 4 543 

(Other ihan packaged 
natural mineral water] 

20(VI 

12, 78575W 


^btvunnga Presire ssed 

Pipes Pvt Lid. 

Gat Mo. 2]9 Miraj 

Piij^dliaqiur lin^id. M Post 
H.irnlt T&luky IvaviKho. 
VLihankal 

Disinct Sangali 4 f 640: 

Precast concrete pipes 7 k -1 

(including fittings] 

2001 

i3 7857T06 

2U7-2m 

NTs Shree Sonigura Jew-llers 
Shop No. j4, Koliinooi- 
Arcade MearNigdi Bus Slop. 
Niydi. Di stria F^)ne4! 1 CM 4 

Gold and Gold allo\-^, I4[ / 

jewel! ery.^d rtefac ts- Fine nes s 
and marking 

w; 

)4, 7857807 

2\-7-2(m 

Rameili Kuenar Pukhruj 
Porwal 

1794. Gandhi Cliov^k [slanijniv 
(Walwa) IJistricr Sanu li 

Gold and Gold alloys, :4 I7 

J ew-e 11 ery/arte fac-iS' Fi ne ne^s 
snd n^arking 


- -- 


41 ,^40'?^ MafiaLaJihrra 

P.K.OAMBiilK. l)v. 

|N(>.CMI).M3 : 1 M 

Dii'LTiorCk'ncriil (Miirk.vi 
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l2l^r7Ttsr(, 2008 


WT. «T. 26ts,—’roft^I ■m’TW ('SmnH) IMwt, 1988 ^ 4 (5) ^ STg^n^l ^ 'TOft^T 141^ 


^[fn# i008 ■& 




^ ^ ^ ■^Pfi 

■3?TO ^ TO TOT 

irlf^M’-H wl4id 

WIT 



^ ^RT 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

1 

7854090 

19 

ariFT^ wt 1%^ TOTia 

1-7-200S 



WRT 1Wt^t fcirnie ^ ^=^T^I^ 

STT^ 13^ 14220 : 1994 




wfifT ^T’J^ 3TfT1^rai^ 



: 

7854797 


7f*n iii?i fjrgstf ^ 

3-7-200B 



312,’5?Rtn arn^, TTT^m larfp^ ^ 

1 

1 




TFT#, ^ -afriS®, 






wfTT^I 1417 : 1997 


3 

7354B01 


TfSTT ^ 

3-7-300B 



8, m?i 

sn’jTO f^RTOTifr ^ism w 




TR^TR^ ^^Ici 7T*T ^ WT^, 






1417 : 1997 


4 

7853597 


’'fff yinUs^ ?T^r 

7-7-3IM 



G, ’RFT tioiSnH 

ftTORI, 




^ 'qt^, Tfl^ trW^, jH!HAI4I^ 

5346 : 1994 


5 

7836094 



8-7-2008 



36^39, -SItil ^ ^ 

14220 : 1994 




fE^ ^ TO, WITOl^ 


6 

7856195 

Tft 

<i«f+iRi'scci 

8-7-2008 



14/15, HsfT<if T^ffe, aiai 111 ^14*1 # 

an^T?Er8034 : 2002 




TO, ^ ^ TO, TOW, 








7 

7836401 

FW viS^ UT1?^, 


10-7-2008 



'(5itEqf^744,'Sl’3ft affTttfTfrllS^, 34TflF 1659 : 2004 




OlCltll^ 



S 

7836805 

TO, 


11-7-2008 



38/39, sifwT I^f^iTrl TJ^, jfl- 

W^T^fT 8034 : 2002 




Wrf ^ TO, ■^’31, 4T8q4f«fl4 


9 

7836906 

^h 4 "sn 1^, 

Wif TOl f*l!T STigafr ^ 

tl-7-2008 



I24, ’'f^£'®!¥T^te, iqn 

ftTrRTTff 



fyrraj'r 

3RI^155T 1417 : 1997 
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2 j 4 5 

14 7 -:(K)^^ 

T^q^t^-0;l7 - :y T;f^ ZWfW^ 

^ ^RT^TT. W -^i'ijO-I'-JI . TT 7^, ^ .V?S f ) : .■. ■4 

]], ^^57701 TmrjwT. 

^TRT 272 . ~'i' i4^ 

^TTHTTi, 


14 r:xm 


T- :: -^ ^jok 

■ V--/. 

TT ■--> H[;-.:> :iT7 

N■.”^^ l>.-.i-:i. !::k' 12lIi Scnlcinb^;r. 2008 

S.O. 2615.— In ■|?LirMi.Lnt:t: Dj'sLib-rc^utiiiion 5 L.iMv.nj-^?0(!!i 4 of Ok Kuroa'J ofludiini ^: M:.:.!i\i^ r GiTiMiL n^ioii] R^;^iilli- 
Sions, f9S&, oflOf l^^irL'uN offndian Staridnrci.i. !kvj-.i\ iioiiUcs ihtr yrant a1'licences [m: O.:,.I;:i-^ i^tn ^iven in 

[he following schedule : 

SCHEIK'LR 

Gr»n[L^d IJcentt^ fur die Month of Juiy^ 2008 

SI L icence \^m e o f (h t: firm an d ad di ess IS N u rn hci & [ha dj l ! \ ?at e t j f G l uri L 

Xo. Ua. 




14 ■■ :u(i^ 

K)5^ r Zi'iii . 



I 

\. 7Hi4090 

2. '- 78^47^17 

3. 

4. 7K555y7 

5. 7 K 561)^4 

6. 7S56IV3 


Ojiieeii I" Li^ciricflls 

1^-0. fsii^irda Eslare Mk 3M^ei-n i ui. .\:r.:i SyLl:^;]l. 
Roiid, IlitjjiiDajiiii:. AhjTicddlyn- 

Pec FhLbii;^ .tc^vtl?^ 

.^12. is^n-n Arciidc. Oi^p rL-^rnian SnHdin^, 
t G Road. AhnicdabLid 

Kiii^c; K^'lVcI ler:^. 

y. Gpp [MkujLT NlL^ht StiLitflv. I'i b.in Rts^d. 

Opp Rajk^snin-i] Pl’ItoI Rump. M.:!iSL'.=:d 

Nfu!Lro I 'ood Co]o;tr. 

Rlu' St:, 6, MatlL^gujral F.^L.lL^^, E. |{ RsIia LSlljin 
MoK'i. VidijBC Moraiyn, Di^i Aii-r.^cabad 

Jndmn f^amp^. 

.A mb ilea I nj a-[rial r:i:!:e.L\ \R. G.D. High 
^cMdOh Sui.ipiir Bojdnji. AhnxM ^h=>; 

iUis i Taimp IndustrKS. 

14 MS. Su:;v(idij) Ts’ale. SR 7 'i.-..! Sv^-tio^Ml. NR 
f harnumG Ei^i^ig^;. rVarau. 

SLira> T'>\v<il?lS EVi>dLi..[ EA[ [.l^i 
RkuNo. 7-M. Neu GUX'G LiriJk.-: .\:- 


OpcnMcll Subnnri'c!-■-!■.■ I - 

Pumpscls 

IS 14220: IW 

Gold iind Gftld All-.i>>. Il ^VL r.i'i_\- .v7-Z^H^N 

All c rate s-T’ i n : ■ ii . i 

IS 14)7: E99g 

Gold Hand Gold A:l(i>. !.■^vL■li^.■l■■^ 
Arret'acts-E'inene.-- i.- w M.Lr'^:ii;^ 

[S1417:1999 

Syntbcl ic Pood Co. -. = i. i - i: -i.i i .l[ i l^: i 7 - 7 - 7( iCl S 
Hand Mi?i(Lircs 
[S5J46: 1994 

Open \\x\]. K-7.2(i(i>l 

Sutunerc ib lij u ivi p ■. ^ 
fS H270: 199-1 

SoEiiriLit; ib Ir u wvp 'i-j i-. ^ 

18^054:20^12 

in---2'i'l>j 


7850 JO] 


Block Hnaidii 
rs tfti9 :20(14 







Iwiil 

3(ii)] 

<1Fcr TET TfSm ; ilRT<=3l 20.2008/Ml? 29, 1930 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

fi. 

7856S05 

Indiflfl Pumps 

38/39, Anibika Tnduslriftl Estale, NR. C D Hi^b 
School, Saljpur Bo^ha^ Ahiricdabad 

Subiiwrcible Puenpsets 

IS 803^ : 2002 

IL7^2008 

9- 


RaJkamaL Lskhichand Jewellers Pvt Ltd 

124. Ghod God Road, Acb^va, Si^m 

Gold and Gold Ailoys. Jev^'cllery/ 
Anefacts^-Finencs^ and Marking 

IS 1417 :1999 

1L7^200S 

IQ. 

7aS709fi 

Jyoii Power Aluminiumcortduciorsrorovtrhead 

TrAnsmlssion Pvt Ltd, Plot No. A*9/!9/l9, St^el treuismissioo purposes:Part 4 

Town Opp Nova Petrolium. Village Moraiya. Ta Aluminium alloy siarided condoc- 
Sana J, Abmcdabad tors (aluminium magnesi unn silicon 

type) 

JS398LPart4>: 1994 

14-7-2008 

11. 

7&S720I 

Modtm Gramoudyog 

Block No. 272 Village Zak Taluka Gebgam 

Gist Gandhinagar 

Block Boards 

IS 1659:1004 

14-7-200^1 

12. 

7837302 

Modem Gramoudyog 

Block No. 272 Village Zak Taluka Dehgam 

Dist Gandhinagar 

Plywood For general purposes 

IS 303 : J9S9 

14-7-2008 

n 

7838203 

Paicl Kenwood Pvt Ltd 

Plot No. too to 103 Timber Market OlDC 
Bbarueb 

Wood Producis-Frelamiiftated 
Particle Board 

IS 12823 : 1990 

22^7-20OH 


lKoCMr>/n : 111 

P.K. GAMBHiR. Dy Director GcnerniJ (Miirks) 


!2 1w^.200a 

3flr, 261 &,—(1RFP) 193S ^ ^ ^^TigM (5) ^ Hucb 

afrfVqfw 4>^ni "fe ^ fefW "4 fM" ^ ^ ^ Wl^ci ^ 1^ ^ :— 







’^TT RFT ^ ’R?n 

mTrfl^ tTFR> ^ 

RT ^ 7f5R 


+11541 

filiM 



Wl/si^^ 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

1 

7851084 

17-6-2009 



311^4250:1980 




R. 7 > TIFTT K 

(sen94.i«h 3^IT1IT^) 





■^WT ite ^ TPig, Mnf 












^gT<f1S^ 400 078 



2 

7851488 

17-6-2009 



3(llt5M 1554: 




TVS ‘wmt "fe, TfRl#9fSl. 

1 1100 

MFl 1 : 1988 




«IH. M8U14 401 208 

( 1 ^ cEt’ *14*1^1 






iJIrrirtI 


3 

7346394 

20-5-2009 


: HFT 5 

311^1^^ ](]322:M19 5: 




^-] 14.M5, 


315111 m 3 : 1987 




197, ^-f?i?Rrai Tte, 

Reft T? 





^^KTi ^ Tf3 n^R 




396 230 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 6 

■4 

7f546091 

26-5-2W)9 

r* 14 <, () 

1000^. 1500 W. 3fTT^ 13'03:'^2: 




Tf/J 32 

^ sRfsRJ ^ i : i 993 




H\^ Ppi^K ^1^1 





400 072 


s 

7S501133 

)5-G-2D()9 

al4<WM WfH 

i^FF^ ^ 57SO:2O06 




2267212,'^ dl+4|l-M 

ftn? ^TOTtT -srnf^ 




’TI3t n', 2 , ®n^ 

i '* - roiR'i^i 




400 606 


G 

7851387 

17-6-2009 


1100 ^ TpfcTRT 694 : 1940 




TL:S wf 

^ [rii^ 41 tTi^ 




eiFri, TTFTTF3 4-01 208 

fq^Tl 

7 

7K4G29] 



■glJHSrtf : Hn 5 10322:'^ 5: 




I l4,! \ S . ??nT^ 

ai^’TFT ’ ;TIRF7 ;lT^?7Fr ! [ 1 




1 !?7 , ^ ;4Wm , 





■5K71 ^ ^ ^.7T "7^ ftpit 





396 290 


Ei 

7850082 


Tpl? HT 

^ 214E^ : 2004 




226,'2 i 2 . ^ dUiflai 

■^Idl TT? 3RT^ 




W 1, 2. W, sin i'^) 





tTFTW 40n 606 


9 

7S46697 

-.1 

1 

1 


J )90O 




Tf. 2 TltTl trftTT i^, Tljn^ 

cOc^^ll ^ 'HImV^-I 




TRh ^ T?t 

^Mt ch'4^1 




dfTlIl-: TTT TTFITT? 42;0(}2 


!0 

7849202 

^-{S-2009 

=f ,^. ^TTW^, 

’qr^pRT i 1 5.54 1 : 




]K5- :. lTfnif. 7, 

MOO 




1^’ W : I'Hrli’HI 

^ ^ 4-.Mj-r. -J 




TI^ WT^396 230 


|] 

7852391 

M-6-2009 


Ptl-Jldl ^ 1^T4 t^7 /j^TFT 4^>(I:I9n0 














flFTTT^ 400 0 ■; 5 



; ^ 1; I: 

•1^ Tf-. Hf!irH^¥li+ '[HFT.'i 


New [)L-lhi. [liL' I2i)i iicptember. 200H 

S.O. 2616i—I h pui'suantc of sjb-regul.iTinn 5 (ifrtgiilatiun 4 of Ihc IJiircau oi'liiiliiin SlisiKlLii'd,i iCei'iiliejiinn! 
Regulaiions. 168JS. of the [ioreiiu o) Indian Standaids. biJiebj'notifies ihc gram ol'licciioo.s pnrlii'ttl ji'> i>r'iUiii;li hiiL‘giv 4 ,'ii 
(be following iidiecluk: 




3(n)] 


VTOI Trarra : 2D, 200S/<1I5 29, 1930 
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SCHEDULE 


SI Liceuee 
No. Ka 

Validity 

Date 

Nameand address (factory) Prod uet 

of the Party 

lSNo./Part/Sec 

Year 

1 2 

3 

4 5 

6 

1 783IIM14 

17-6^2009 

Bhagyasbrcf Eleclrieals Specification for Domesiic 

Sh^ No* 7, Gala No, S, Sunita Ind] . E Icctric Food'MiKcrs 

Estate, Opp Jainam Mall, LBS. Marg. tliiiuidiMS and Grinders] 
Bhandup(W) Greater Bomb^- Mumbai. 

Maharashira 400078 

IS 4250:1980 

2 785148S 

17*6*2009 

Citi Cable Corporation PVC insdlated [heavy duty) 

IS 1334: Fart I;I988 


3 7846394 26-5-2009 


4 7846091 26-5-2009 


5 7850183 15*6-2009 


6 7851387 17-6-2009 


A/8 SwBini Industrial Centne, electric cable^tPiut I :For 

GauraiparB Tbiine Vasai-E, Maharashtra working voltages upto and 


401208 


including 1 IW V 


ISI0J2:J:rart5:S«3r 

I9B7 


]S137n^-:Hart2:Scc ): 


CommBiider Electricals Luminaries; Part 5 Paiticular 

0-114,111 Steeneith Indl Estate, Survey requirements, Secrion 3 
No l97,B«hind Vottas, Vapi-Silvsssa Luminaires for road and street 
Read, Dadra Chock Post, Dadra and lighiing (superseding IS ; 2149) 

Nagar Haveli. Dadra, Dadra and Nagar 
Ifaveli 396230 

]4l-Tec1i Stvjtchgeitr(l[idia) Low-voltage fuses for voliages 

Unit No A/132 Ansa Industrial Esiaite noieKceedittg lOOOV AC or 
Saki Vihar Road, Mumbai Greater 1300V DC; Part 2 Fuess for use 
BomIxtySakifaka Maharashtra 400072 by authorized persons. Sec J 

Suppkrneittary requirements 

Polutioit Protection Systems Mumbai Electrical Apparatus for Explosive IS 3780; 2006 

Pvt Ltd. Gas Atmospheres'lnlrinsic 

226/212, Devendta Industrial Estate. Safety “r*Spectfieatian 

Lokjnanya Nagar. Padi. No. 2 Vasodhan 

Nagi^r. TharnsfW} Maharastitra 400606 


C\M CabJe CorporaltOrt PVC insulated cabls for 

A/S Swami [iiduKiriaJ Centfc, working vokagfs upio and 

Gauraipara Tkane Vasai-E Mabaia^tra incliwiing I V 
401208 


1^694 j I9S8 


7 73462^:3 26 - 5 - 200 ^ 


3 7K50082 15-6-200^) 


y 73466^7 27^5^2009 


Commander Electricals Luminaries : Part 5 Partieular IS l0322:Pijrt 5iSec I: 

D-l 14, 135, Siiitnalli tnd Estale. Survey rMiuircrrtenis,S«lion 1 3 

Nfl. 1^7. Vapi-Silvassa Road. Behind GweraJ Purpose lumanpritis 

VoltaSn Near Dadm Cb^k PosU Dadra 

gmcl Nagar Havuli. Dndrs, Dadra and 

Nayaj Mavcii 

[‘Qlmion Protectifln S>-S[cms Mumbfli Plaa^ep^o^l^ enclosures tor IS 214S ■ 2(Mlt 
Pvi Lfd. eleclrica] appsi'atus 

226b-512. Devendra [ndostrial E^iate, 

T_okmanya Nagar. PatlaNo.2 Yasodhan 
Nagnir. Tbanc{W) Maharashtra 400606 

.lai ] .Ltxajni ^Virxrs &. Cables PVC insulated cables lor IS 604 ■ I yOf) 

fiala Nft. 2. Rebind Mahesh Acid. ^corking vyluigei upfo and 
Mahadev Compound, Near Jai Muinji iocludinii 3 300 V 
Cnropound. Greater Domb^ty. UlhiisnagnTn 

M ithamsh tTiiL-^l 1002 


333gGlrOB—3 





jjif: oA/i- i j i: (>[-■ i\iJiA:si:i=-: bmadka 2'J. l-■■^■ 






n -'^52<9} iv-f>2^m 


K. C -^s P\'C ii’.SLimici.l (!■..'.:■ ■ .:i. 

S. N LJ. ! ^5 ■! I. ! \ u: ■ -.. I ;■ : nij ril i chi-xv \ l I'jl: i :=.! ■:■ 

D u Jj Lii llL N m jj j ! !: i! I ^: i I. s 11 Li w yrk i ng voJ .. |' ■ i ■ : i ; ■ 

f.l iidr n lI J! :j \ V!: y<i2jO incI viii in^ I L 00 V 

P a Vi'.! 1 Aji p I i SpcclkiLL i on Ji \ ■.:.. 

?sA-. ^ -hiiiio-.Lr.d. r..k Hieictrii; 

RojlI, {.Ipp Mill (nijnsi^r l^nnihay(Lifiiiidi^-je^ unJ Cri:. lc:-: 

M.lhll?;lNl-.1r.l- i i?i i:j I i5 


iS L.v-I : ^'iJa ! 


JS 42,^0 : \'-}m 


[ViS C Ml) I.' : III 


p.K.Q.\\y}^\::'{ .y. fJiiVL’oi-cioivr.i: ia 


\S j 


12 fF?TP^, 200S 

Mis " 7 ^ {] ) ^ T:r-r .; 

__ 


"^1 vpi^. 



■J :■ -?r -■ WR 




[I j 




1-4 J 




2 2D^;■;< 


U ■ 

n I "S ■:^)l)^ 


FT ^ RT^--: wr, ^ i;r. n: -t^--^- .; ijri {)2 . iri-i^rR' 

^ fe^, "-rKi-^.rni. tjrij H'i-l n vr-.^^. 


i^Til :F=.T M^T-I ' . 


\W-1 kill!, ikc 12t!i Scpl^mhcr. 200S 

S.O. 2fiI 7^ ' In pLM"^Li;s[ice ni CLiuis^; (b';or'|^: i ]) of Rk\\'^ 7 of 1(io Ri^ilmi: ^■! 
ihe Bureau of )niJFa;i Sl;Lnda^d horcby nolifiL'-s [ho .=:on;:idmoiino ibt [iidifin SoiiiFLirdv 
ihe ScbcdLiJe horcto asiiio\od !ias boon li^^iucd ■ 


i:\-l.in '^KiiiLlaid^ Rule--, ! 0^7. 
p.ir: Il :lI:I r-n Lil v^li-.i:i'i is l O :rT 


bCKKOLLr: 


SI. 

No. 

N^l>. ^ >'oiji- [jfUio FhLlr.iTi and;li ds 
anitfiuiinuin 

No.iJt Yoai yl’lh^ AirujndiiK':!! 

[Yii.c i'i\^in ^^niLh 

tbo AiiK’riLhiionl 
-.hill' biAo erka 

fO 

{y\ 

f3) 

■: H 

1 

iS2652: 1970 ^4.diod[i]oof7'on]iir:al:^ fL>r 
LeelanuhL- Type JViinar^ Hatlorioa (rirst 
Reviiiioji) 

2 ALigust. 200S 

. 


Copv (?1 ibis AiFiLTi^nicnt is avaiLLible Li i^j iliLro^iu iifiEidiaii Standiivds. MnT:i[\ 


!'l .!■. ".!■:. ■^1 1^ei!i.u1lit Sf::ih /:lL=i7 


Mare, N'ea- D-dhi-1:0U(i: tijul kesjionaJ OJfit^s : N-.v sivllii. Kolkita, Chandigarh. Cicn\ 
OrtiC^s : Aljmcdi'ibad, liacigaJorc, IJhopal. tlkibnno.^lv.'. -ir, Cifiinnalorc, Cuwahali. J!%.k;\i 
Palfifl, Pune ^diid J n ir ll v Liniini)ia]vjrnm. 


:".i "vl-.iirhai nrid ;=ik^-^ n; ai’.Lri 
wJ. KLL;i;ni7. Xii^p-.r, 

|Kj:’. !■: r lO IM'l 


P. K. ML'KliURJliL, Sok”:i::nl '\ " ^ I ^oiid il JuulTn 'kshniuL:-! 















[will—^^3(ii>] 


aooe/’irs 29 , i9m 


52« 

iljfricra*? 3fr? Hiyfciep ^ 

2008 

w. m aneRfiictj jrcfi^r ^ t % viy^r ^ ^ 

^ ^ tra? f? ^THTcT ^ TO siWn ^ 

qincHf^ ^ 

sfrf 'W?i4jR ^^^^ T^ 'TT^'liMr^^ fSriPl^ ^ ST^fr^J^ % 21? 37121^24<b Pf^ ^ t ^ 

^ ‘fc t, TOo^liTl fslOTj ^ m 5R?TT^ t, OTti ^Ti % 

3||2icpix “ffit 3T^ %2n iJTTTj; 

a?cp viwr^, ^5tfcWT aft? 4l$4dl^'^ ft? ^ w^) 

1962 {1962 'm\ 50), ^ em 3 ^51 gw?! (1) PRtT Ti^ftrr vs?r ^ ^ 

^Tpftn ft? ’wfefePF'f 5?r aT«^T ft? anrft ai?7RT ’eft^ g)??ft t; 

3T%, ^ ^ 31^^ ft ^ ft ilrifif^ t, ^ tn^ ;ft {vRrgft ^ ^ ^ »n??r 

ft) ?r?iR^ 2if^ hM ?nTOr ^FiTTr ^ ^ ^ ?snftt t, fft^ ft? 1 %? ^ ft? ftift 

jftuni ^ ft? ^?rft ft? arlftw ft? ft? ^rwr^er ft -ftt ?reR 

Hllft*l4l, ??T^^-#TT ^ TO aftJTH 8/5, ft?lR% 

'l|*!pe^®l «RT ftj ’TRT, ^^vN" - 466010 {flWJWftsli) ^ ^ # 311^ ^ | 


: HWR^ir 


*50 

\m vr ^ 

1 flf ^ j 


1 

J-. - " 3_.. 

L ... s. _.. j 

4 

1. 


eoo 

Q.CaO 



696 

<3.226 



z$:/A 

0.060 



162JA 

0.040 

Z. 


■ 42 

0.935 



5&/2 

0.263 

3. 


327 

0.377 



23S 

0.100 



ST 

0,024 



196 

0.040 

4. 


163 

a.oso 

S. 



1.317 



391/2 


«. 


86 

0.038 



92 

o.oao 



98 

ojoe 

r. 


33S/6 

0.300 

8. 


29 

0.010 



362/2^ 

0.-171 



_ m __ 
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III , , 1 


A 

1 

2 

.... 3 

4 - 1 


aKFrT(&tTS!(*"y 

171/3 

0.060 



53/1 

0.055 



300 

0.067 



130 

0.050 



140 

D.^39 



i7i;2 

0.060 

9. 

Vll ^ 

24/2 

0.120 

10. 


15 

D.070 



2/2 

0.025 

11. ^ 

3 

200/1/4 

1.040 

1^ . ' 


1/4 

C.153 

13. ^ 

361 

0.250 

14. 


4tM/1 

0.050 



56& 

0.0S9 



746 

0.010 

15. ttl5^t?7IT 

743 

OOIQC 



244/3 

0.2100 


J1015/ - : OCiS - ah. iJTTT -111 


Ministiy of Petroleum and Natural Gas 
New Delhi, the 15thSeptember, 2003 

S. O, 2d 18,— Whereas it appears to the Central Government That it is necessary in the 
public interest that for trattsportation of Crude Oil from Vadinar in the State of Gujarat to 
Bina in the State of Madhya Pradesh should be iaid by Bharat Oman Refineries Limited; 

And whereas it appears to the Central Governmem that for the purpose of laying such 
pipeline, It is necessary to acquire The right of user in land under which the said pipeline 
is proposed to !>c laid ard wliich is described in the Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, Therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (!) of section 3 of The 
Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Riijht of User in [.and) Act, 1962 (50 
of 1962), The Central Government hereby declares its intention to ac<iuire the right of user 
therein; 

Any person, interested in the land described in the said Schedule may within twenty one 
days frosn the date on w'hicb copies of the Gazette of India containing this noUficaiion are 
made available to the public* object in writing to the acquisition nf the right of user 
ihercSn for laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri. Arvind Kbare. Competem 
Authority, Vadixiar-Bina Crude Oil Pipeline Project, Bharat Oman Refineries Limited, 
8/5 “Vaishali", Near Nanakhcda Bus Stand, Ujjaln-^SS 010 (Madhya Pradesh). 



[ 1^ n—Tarj?^3{ii)j 'iroi ^ ww: ftnn^ 3o, 3oo0/»in: 2 % 1930 52 61 

SCHEDULE 


TEHSIL: RAJGARH DISTRICT : RAJGARH STATI 

: MADHYA PRADESH 

S.No. 

NAME OF VILLAGE 

SURVEY NO. 

AREA IN HECTARE 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1. 

Khijufi 

800 

0.020 



ess 

0.225 



361/4 

O.OBO 



162/4 

0.040 

2- 

Timia<f1ya khsdr 

42 

0.035 



39f2 

0.253 

3. 

Gornkh puia 

327 

0.377 



236 

0.100 



91 

0.024 




0.040 

4. 

KFsan Purfy^ 

163 

0050 

5. 

Piplabs Purahtt 

391/1 

1.317 



391/2 


0. 

Oho^tift<^tyakalan 

se 

O.OB9 



92 

0.069 



96 

008 

7. 

Ambs 

338/6 

0200 

8. 

Dewati kalan 

29 

0,010 



362/2/2 

0.471 



316 

0.063 



171/2 

0.060 



53/1 

0.055 



300 

0,087 



139 

0.050 



140 

0.439 



171/2 

0.060 

9. 

Savan kheda 

24/2 

0.120 

10. 

Rani pura 

16 

0.070 



2/2 

0.025 

11. 

Oollabe 

200/1/4 

1.040 

12. 

Bhojpuriya 

1/4 

0,153 

13. 

Padliys ktiedi 

361 

0.250 

14. 

Katpont 

404/1 

0.050 



568 

0.039 



74B 

0.010 

15. 

Sjnduriya 

74B 

0.0100 



244/3 

0.2100 


[No. R-31015/19^2006-0 R.-lt] 
A. GOSWAMI, Under Secy. 
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IS 200& 

anr. 26E9,— ^^#27 ^ erilcht^d ^ ^7? 3TTeR^ ^|?1T % ?r3?7 ^ 

A ^NT tra? 5TPJH % ’7?^^ ^ IFT 

afR ?Ri|iR ^ WTHlf^ fsJW^ ^ ^ 3TFR^<Ij Mcftd ’^YcTT # 1?f5 ^ ^ 

#, ^3^\^ ^ t, fclW? ^ PR-3T^f ^ 

srt&^R ^ 3i'j^*t f^ill 'J|l^7 

3|?7: m, WJiR, sfR ^^vif icrnpHcff?^ cfJ ari^TiHR ^ 3(4^) 

1962 (1962 ^ 50), ci?( eikt 3 # Tsnti^fRi (1J ^ ^iRhtfl cfji ^rarq ^ igPr # 

wfRr ^ 7{^r ^ ^ ^ 

qj|^ ci^frb’^ vJtt \JTt7 373 ^^^ ^ c|[uin ^ 'T?T Cll^'ia ^ fyRra?l' 77 ? 3li?)^ ^TP ^i<d 

% ^MMd Tll^^ WIKR ^j^Rn ^ ^ ^ tr ^ ^ftcR TJ^ ifj ^ 

m^Hd i ^d ^rm ^ ^ >1^ 3#srr ^ ^ A 4t arjf^^ j^, ?tsr 

tnf^TcFl^, tll4lHR-^T ^ 3IFTc^ WRUFT ^TJtTPT 8/5, ^?rr?ff 

HHUj l ^ l <R1 ^ - -456010 (W-lTT^ ^ fp^f55TT WI ^ 3i7^q TT^tttI 


31^ 

: iril5?n ftloH : : lIHnitT[ 


^0 

Vi^ VhT Till 

W 


1 

2 

3 

4 

1. 


C47 

0 39 

2. 

Rzlei 

2A4 

0 04 

3. 


28 

0 04 



35 

0 03 

4. 

rJit 

195 

C OS 

5. 

T?h: 

142 

0 C6 



143 

0 01 



145 

C.17 

6. 


3 

0 37 



100 

0 72 

7. 

-frefll^lqr 

70 

0 rO 

8. 


467 

011 



476 

c 02 



541 

C 24 



G12 

0 13 



613 

0 01 



617 

0 18 



619 

0 Cl' 



812 

:J.12 



832 

0 ^ 0 



395 

0 08 



1359 

:) 08 

9, m ^■TTTT^r 

240 

t; 10 

10 - 


392 

LI 50 





. [^rnn— 


»TOI 30, 3009 /Vn; 29. 1930 
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New Delhi the 15th September, 200S 

s, n. 2619.—Whereas it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the 
public interest that for transportation of Crude Oil from Vadinar in the State of Gujarat to 

Bina in the State of Madhya Pradesh should be laid by Bharat Oman Refineries Limited; 
And whereas it appears to the Central Government that for the puipose of laying such 
pipeline, It is necessary to acquire the right of user in land under which the said pipeline 
is proposed to be laid and which is described in the Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (I) of section 3 of the 
Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (30 
of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its intention to acquire the right of user 
therein; 

Any person, interested in the land described in the said Schedule may within twenty one 
days from the date on which copies of the Gazette of India containing this notification are 
made available to the public, object in writing to the acquisition of the right of user 
therein for laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri, Arvind Khare, Competent 
Authority, Vadinar-Bina Crude Oil Pipeline Project, Bharat Oman Refineries Limited, 
S/3 “Vaishali”, Near Nanakheda Bus Stand, UJ|]ain-456 010 (Madhya Pradesh). 

SCHEDULE 


TEhfSiL : JHABUA DISTRICT : JHABUA STATE : MADHYA PRADESH 


$.No. 

NAME OF VILLAGE 

SURVEY NO, 

AREA IN HECTARE 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1. 

KALAKHUT 

647 

0,39 . 

2. 

PITOLKALA 

244 

0,04 

3. 

PITOLKHURD 

26 

0.04 



35 

0,03 

4. 

KKEDI 

195 

0 08 

S. 

MOD 

1^2 

0,06 



143 

0,01 



145 

0 17 

6 . 

GELARKALA 

3 

0.37 



100 

072 

7. 

NARWALIA 

70 

0,70 

8 . 

OHEBAR 

467 

0,11 



476 

0.02 



541 

0.24 



612 

0.13 



613 

0.01 



617 

0.18 



619 

0 02 



612 

0,12 



832 

0 10 



395 

0-08 



1359 

0.08 

ft. KALYANPURA 

240 

0.10 

—40—BARKHEDA-_ 

392 

0,60 

^ - >— 


[No. R-3101 S/16^200B-0,R,-||] 
A. GOSWAMI, Under Secy. 
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15 2008 

ST, 3iT. 2620,-cfF^ ^RcFR plUBd ^ ^ t ^ 

Otyw^lfl Tm mu ^ 3TRr: % ^ mrf 34tTM ^ ^ 

v(I^’4cH1^'1 PBT^ ^ TrrflUT; 

2M TTT^fiR ^ itl’JB tH frTF W OTTWTiF T^fir FldT t ■‘jjP 

^ ^.- >N F%viFT t, h 

ad^ef>r? cPT 3r^ fcFrrr 

3ra: sm, icF?vTR, tt^fc^FTiT 1^ ^iTijm^nin # WfFT m G^lTuEIx U,] ov^R) Jfl^rpZTF 

1962 (1962 ^?)T 50), cIiT cTTTl 3 Clfl 13 -TO:F ('.} ^ 3TFrf yifrtJiil ^fn mt‘” Cfm ^0, ^ 

l34yVl ^ ^ 3T\R % STiTn M71TT TJjT ^TRiH] (Ji'icfl 

cqf^^ Uff v3tP ^ *T n t, 3311 tlEfe t pRTPf Fv ^ 

ip ?rTO ^ npTTT TTREW WFFT ^ ^ ^ t, FJEf^ ^ ’^t?R ^ ^ 

ftlOT? ^ % fcR 33TTif 33^T7fF7 ^i' otelT ^ AFR % IfT^J ^ TTSR 

5nfW?t, en#!TR-^ ^ 3rT7JFr iir^ fc#rt^, 8/5, ciirT^ 

^IRRI^ ^ ^ W, ^JTT^d - 456010 (iiU-Hdl^l} ^ ft=to 1?I ^ 3"£;^ 11^ TT^TTT I 




. ?in31T5T TT^ 1 imu 


S50 . ' 

^JTTf ?>r ’TFT 



1 

2 

i 3 .„ 

4 

1, 


901 

0.09 



902 

0,04 



931 

0.09 



[VPTII—^^3(ii)l 
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^ tnm : 20. 2008^MIB 29. 1950 

MewDeth).th9l5tti September. 2006 
s. 0. 3620.—jWhenas it apf>»rs to the Central Governtnent that it is necessary in the 
public intertit that for transportation of Crude Oil from Vadiiw in the State of Gujarat to 
Bina in the State of Madhya Pradesh should be laid by Bharat Oman Refineries Limited; 

And whereas it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying such 
pipeline, it is necessary to acquire tha right of user in land under which the said pipeline 
is proposed to be laid and which is described In the Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers confcmed by sub-section (1) of section 3 of the 
Petpoieum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 
of 1962), the Central Government hefcby declares its intention to acquire the right of user 
therein; 

Any person, interested in the land described in the said Schedule may within twenty one 
days foom the date on wliicb copies of the Gazette of India containing this notification are 
made available to the public, object in writing to the acquisition of the right of user 
therein for laying of die pipeline under the land to Shri, Arvind Khare, Competent 
Authority, Vadinar-Bina Crude Oil Pipeline Project, Bhatat Oman Refineries Limited, 
8/5 “Vaishali”, Near Nanakheda Bus Stand, Uiiain-456 010 (Madhya Pradesh), 

SCHEDULE 



TEHSILtAQAR 

PISTRICT: 8HAJAPUR 

STATE: M.P, 

S.No. 

NAME OF VILLAGE 

1 SURVEY NO. 

AREA IN HECTARE 

1 

2 

1 3 

4 

1, 

CHANDANGAON 

901 

0,09 



902 

0,04 



931 

0,09 


Jno. R.dl0l6r24/2008-O.R.'II] 
A. G08WAMI. Under Secy. 


IS iklHt, 2008 

w, air. 2621 ,’—^'cen'c qtl eilenl^a ^ "ZT? Mdlo 'cloi ^ ^ 

^ ^ if? ^ TflTtl 3fPTR IRT 

«nf^; 

flwix tfij Hi 5 Hoii 5 n Ri^i^ e|» 5R?fi3r?j % fciq, ^ 5{Tq??Icp JT^ % fip 15 ^^ 
^ ^ fvRi^f gtf? ift mwi«i % 

3iv4^ Rmii ^nq; 

3t5T: 3iq. i l si’Hcr aPT ^ ^ if? Slfernirr ^ 

1962 (1962 TI5T 50), ^ qRT 3 q5t (1) 5m P?tT ^llrhilli ^ miW q?^ ^ ^ if 

% 3iR«bi'( ^ if) arm? ^ 


333901/08^ 
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^ ^ ^ff5 3?^^ f^dei4 t, ^ ^ 3if£rg;ERT ^ ^ T>iRcr 

^ 7F3!lT5r 3Tf^T vRcTT cFI ‘JR! ^ ^SOcft t, ^ ^ ^ 

tax? ifr 1^ ^nn^i ^ % 31^ ifr ^ ^ 

HlRlcrU’Jl, <^l4l'lR^6n'1l MI^Rc'IT^ ‘•iR-'-il'fl’II, ^Kd SlVlN fclPf^^, 8/5, 

HH I ^vgj ^RT ^ - 456010 ^ t) aim ^h3T I 


cTFTftcl 1 

cTtti 



7T^ 1 

TfHllf-^Tr 


^ "f r ttt} 


i ■ 

■fl# 


1 


2 

1 

1 _, 

3 

4 

1. 




644 

0.45& 

2. 




24 

o.ose 


[ TTI ti -w- 3 U 15/2 3 .' 20 *; --Ml. 1 M 

It. >]lt-qiH|, 3P3T Tlf^ 


New Delhi, the 15(h September, 20QS 

S. O, 2621 . — Whereas rl appears to The Central Govemrtienl that it is necessary in Che 
public inieres? that for Iran sporial ion oi' ('rude Oil from Vadinar in llic Stale of Gujarat lo 
Bina in the State of Madhya Pradcsli. shoidd be laid by Hharat Ornon Ke fineries Limited: 

And wherefis it appears to llie Cemrol Government that fur the [uEcpose of layinf' such 
pipeline, it is necessary lo acquire ilia right of user in land under which the said pipeline 
is proposed to be laid and H.-hit:h is described in the Schedule annexed hetelo; 

Now, theiiefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (I! of section 3 of the 
petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Aci|tiisi[ion of Right of User in l-und) .Aci, ]%7 (50 
of l%2j. the (Central Government hereby declares its imention to acquire the right of user 
therein; 

Any person, interested in the land described in the said Schedule may within twenty one 
days from the dale on which copies of the Gazette of India containing this notification are 
made available to the public, object in writing to the acquisition of the right of user 
therein for laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri. Arvind Kharc, Competent 
Atilhority, Vadinitr-Bina Crude Oil Pipeline Project, Bharat Omaii Refineries Limited, 
8/5 “Vaishalt", Near Nanakhedn Bus Stand, Uijain-456 OK) (Madhya Pradesh). 

SCHEDULE 


TEHSIL; UTERt DISTRICT : VIOISHA STATE : MADHYA PRADESH 


S,No. 

NAME OF VILLAGE 

SURVEY NO, 

area IN HECTARE 

1 

2 i 

3 

1 4 

1. 

LATERI 

644 

0 455 

2. 

SEWRI BASHIR 

24 

a05?5 


(N0.R-3inl5;21.-2Q08-O.R.-ll] 
A GOStAAMi. Under Secy 




[*»inii-*t5TO3{H)J 


W ^ TOTT : ftT?FS|T 50, 200S/MI? 59, 1930 


5267 


^ 15 2008 

q>r. «n.' 3622 .—Pifqjf^q if Tm TI#T ?fclT ^ ^ ~q|4lHK ^ 

31H|F^ if ^ ^ SIRIH % 'iRq^'i ^ i?RcT fcTfitT&^ gM 

flm^ ^ ITf^; 

sfk *b’?{lq <l't«r»IX ^ ^r^HCHin ^ ^ # fef? 

if. ^ ^1«<Q ^ t, fyRT^ ^ f«rwj ^ tpT t, idMiff^T % 

&|R<PI'< ^ 31'4^ Pbqi on^i 

aRf: 3I«r. tb'^g ’?RcpR, ‘lclf^ij»t Sff? ??f^ ^ 3 #H|jJ 7 ’^TT 3ll^)Pt73?T 

1962 {1962 epT 50), ’Efff EfRl 3 g?) '3WRI (1] gM !T^ Vlfrinif <51 qqtrr ^ 

'3Hq1<l ^ ^ 3f^ ^ 3?q% 3n?nT g?f bflbfUII f; 

^zi^, ^ w ^ if f^tfsi^ t, ^ cfi'Sl'tsi ^ Rr|^<6l aifSjig^sHT ^ ^ ^tr^t 

^ ci7t iitfrim vFrar "git y^cioq gRT ^ ItTg ^ ^^kR ^ ^ 

(^xpii{ yn^Vi % 3if^i<j>R ^ 3r^ ,% ?f3«Ri if efi aRfct^g 73 ^, 

sferSt, qi^nix-^ ^ iikct aif^ng [piR ^ ^ , 8/5, 

‘iMR^si wi, *3^^ - 456010 (»i«2Ta^ ^ fpilfercr WT if angl^ I 

31^ 


4n^H ■ I^fll ; ^mr : 


IK 

3rW 5iT tTPT 

■ 1 


t 

2 1 

^ n 

^ I 

1 . 

TEnr 

34 

002 



63 

0,09 



139/1 

007 


[ ’TO.lTr ^-31 D15/26/200S-3TI.3IR-II 1 


H. 'il+qinl, ar^T^ifer 
New Delhi. ihe 15th September, 2008 

S. O. 2611—Whereas it appears to tlic Cetilrai Government that it is necessary in the 
public mtercst tliat for transportaiion of Crude Oil from Vadinar in the State of Gujarat to 
Bina in the State of Madhya Pradesh shou!d be laid by Bharat Oman Refineries [jinited; 

And whereas it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying such 
pipeline, it is necessary to acquire iht? right of user in land under which the said pipeline 
IS proposed to be laid and which is described in the Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 3 of liie 
Petrolettm and Minerab Pipelines lAcqulsinion of Right of fJser in Land) Act, 1961 (50 
oF 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its iiilenlion to acquire the right of user 
therein; 
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Any pei'son, imerested in the land described in the said Schedule jnav wiiliin iweniy one 
days from the date on which copies of the Gazette of India containing this notification arc 
made available to the public, object in writing to the acquisition of the right of user 
Therein for laying of the pipeline under the land to Shd. Arvind Khare, Competent 
Authority, Vaditiar-Bina Crude Oil Pipeline Project, Bharat Oman Refineries Limited, 

S/5 ‘'Vaj-shaJi't Near Nanakbed''! Bus Stand, Uj[jaii>-45& 010 (Madhya Pradesh). 

SCHEDULE 


TEHSIL : MAHIPPUR DISTRICT ; UJJAIN STATE ; MADHVA PRADESH 


S.No. 

NAME OF VILLAGE 

J SURVEY NO. 

AREA IN HECTARE 

1 

Z 

1 —j- 

4 

1. 

8ARKHEDI BAZAR 

34 

0.02 



63 

0.09 



139/1 

0 07 


[No. R-3tO15;20v'2DO0-O.R.-Hi 
A. GOSV'.WMI, Under Socy. 


TPttpR '-3^1 y-yjfcpi ^ t ^ ’jPt 

^ 

3IcT; TRipR, ^ 'iJ'tWT od^drl'i cJiT ST^) 

1962 (1962 ^ 50), tiRT 3 ti?[ tjWTl (1) ^ tpi vrat^T ^ ^ ^ ^ 

wrtn th ^ ^ ^Rcff t: 

(f^t^ tsft ^jffT ^ ^ f^cl^ t, tJ^T ctT^ ^ 3l1?RpRT ^ 

^ jlfaTTt cpl ^ ^ Icfthl'il ^ ’JPl ^ ’fr^ 

ynt&cPT^). ^TTSt^-^ 3lFTc^ ’Tl^:^Tc^^ RfMviHT, 'HRrt af^M 3/5, 

■iHV ^'.gT ^ ^ ITRT, 'd^rJlh - 456010 (Tp^f^T^Tt) ^ f^RiSd ^ ^ TT%4T I 


I I 


im-i 




I l«v ■ it'l 



—13^3(11)] 


20, 200 B/^ i9, 1930 


trvflivr: *lftw I'irai: 'owti 


m I 

49| 


H A 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1. 

VI4fK1 

110 

0.08 

2. 


144 

0.09 


[■qa. W- 31TT-J1015/^5/200e-3(^^.9ffR■ II] 
Tl J11M)I4|. 


New Delhi, tue 15th September 2008 

S. O, iUlt .—Whereas it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the 
public interest that for transportation of Crude Oil from Vadinar in the State of Gujarat to 
Bina in the State of Madhya Pradesh should be laid by Bharat Oman Refineries Limited: 

And whereas it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying such 
pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the right of user in land under which the said pipeline 
is proposed to be laid and which is described In the Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (I) of section 3 of the 
Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 
of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its ititention to acquire the right of user 
therein; 

Any person, interested in the land described in the said Schedule may within twenty one 
days from the date on which copies of the Gazette of India containing this notification are 
made available to the public, object in writing to the acquisition of the right of user 
therein for laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri. Arvind Khare, Competent 
Authority, Vadinar-Bina Crude Oil Pipeline Project, Bharat Oman Refineries Limited, 
8/5 “Vaishair, Near Nanakheda Bus Stand, IJijain-456 010 (Madhya Pradesh). 

SCHEDULE 


TEHSIL : GHATIYA DISTRICT : UJJAIN STATE : MADHYA PRADESH 


uNo. 

NAME OF VILLAGE 

SURVEY NO, 

AREA IN HECTARE 

1 

2 

3 

4 

t. 

ZOKRA 

110 

0.08 

2. 

SUTARKHSOA 

144 

0.09 


32fj9 


[No, R-31015/25^3000-0,R.-lll 
A GOSWAMI, Under Secy. 



[PARrlI-SEn,3<u>l 
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15 2008 

giT. 2624.—^ 3Jk ^ t 

3TtoR ^ 3T^) 1962 (l962 50) (f^ 

^ ^ ^ tTHT 3 ^ ^tJTfT (l) ^ 3J^ jTT^ ^ i^TTcT ?R^ ^ 

3f^ Wl^frl4J ^ ’T^TFra W5IT ^,3?T, 860 ?TT^t^3 16 3t^lcl 

2008, ^ ^TKcI ^ TTlft^ 19 ’3T^tFI, 2008 '1^ «ft, 5KT ^ 

3Ff^RjpTT ^ ^fTFTR ^ ^ ^TTST ^ 'HWI'H 

^ fferFiT ^ ^ fcT^ ^ ^ ^ 

TTteFT ^-tTTWTT TI^Mdl^H R|'(dK ^TIFIR ^ IfRcT 

chKMl^^'R ^ 1 Wr Ml^tldl^-i 

gTTTjW ^ 3Tl^Rm ^ 3F1^ oiRRI cF?t fcjlquir ^ ; 

3fh? ^iif ^ r!F?t^ 24 ^,2003 cfvfT ^ 

Mt ; 

afhr d, wm wn e cA (i) cji ■:^^. ^rftPF? 

^ ^ ^ I ; 

^ 7^:=^ ^RTT^l^ q, ;j4fr i^^Tr? ^mrRT , '^RRlR t[ ^ 

TR rf? %, ^I^>T ''$ ^llteR ^ S\^ 

(FR^ cFtT fcif^f^'^ ftbtii ^ ; 

3m; 3m, Trm^R, ^3^ 3#r%af*i <j?f yrrr e «i5t vjwtt (i) imfi cm 

cFxm ^ t ^ 3Tf^rq^ ^ wm 3J-’;[i-^'i 1c|Pif^*c 

^ ^ 3n?m>R TFT 3mfF f^iTTT mF;!] # ; 

3fk FR^tr -^5^^ 3Tt^3t^^R ^ ^iRT 6 x^TpilRT (4) ^ 'SFcJil ^TT TRVT 

TTR^ ttI? ^ t ^'ff Fpf ^ 'i3W'?l'[7[ ^ 3#iT7 ^ cp WT?FT ^ 

cTTfmj cm c^TJ ^ f^ntn ^ Tr4f ^ ^rrm ^r^tfercR 




IvjI^HT - 

: '^TTiTWTd 


■TTR ^ ' 

^ ■?nR 


'1 

2 

3 

A 

1 

pRR 

180 

0 0344 


[ W/H, iTIT - :< I Til S..-fl5;'2004 -^.sm II] 
'jf. ttNurt, 




[«iFTD-^^3(ii)] 


w ^ wra: •ftnrar so, 200s/Mn; 29 , i9ao 

New Delhi, the 1 Sth Septenber. 2006 


527J 


24iU »—Whereas by a notification ot tbe Uovenunttt of India in die Ministiy of 
PetTOteum and Natural Oas number S.O.S60] dated the 16^^ April, 200S, issued under 
sub'Seetion (1) of section 3 of the Petioieum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Rig^t of 
User in Land) Act^ 1962 (50 of 1962) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act) published in 
the Gazette of India dated the 19*'^ April, 2008, the Central Govenunent declared its intention 
to acquire the right of user in the land, specified in the Schedule appended to that notif cation 
for the purpose of laying an extension pipeline for transportation of petroleum products 
through Mumbai'Manglya Pipeline Extension Project from Manglya (Indore) teiminaJ in 
the State of Madhya Pradesh to Piyala in the State of Haryana and Bijwasan in the NCT of 
Delhi by Bharal Petroleum Corporation Limited ; 

And whereas the copies of the said Gazette notification '^vere made available to the public on 
the 24"* June, 2008; 

And whereas the competent authority has, under sub-section (1) of section 6 of the said Act, 
submitted report to the Central Government, 

And whereas the Central Government, after considering the said report and on being satisfied 
that the said land is required for laying the pipeline, has decided to acquire the right of user 
therein; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 6 of the said 
Act, the Central Government hereby declares that the right of user in the said land, specified 
in the Schedule, appended to this notification, is hereby acquired for laying the pipeline; 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of section 6 of the said 
Act, the Central Government directs that the right of user in the said land for laying the 
pipeline shall, instead of vesting in the Central Government, vest on the dale of the 
publication of this declaration, in Bharat Petroleum Corporation Limited, free from all 
encumbrances. 


SCHEDULE 


TEKSILi INDARGARH DlSTRICTiBUNDI STATE:RAJASTHAN 


S.No. 

NAME OF VILLAGE 

1 SURVEY NO, 

AREA IN HECTARE 

1 

2 

_J_3_ 

4 

, - 1. 

LABAN 


0.0344 


[No, R- 3 l 015 / 86 « 004 . 0 .R,-(y 
A. GOSWAMI. 
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T?w1, 2008 

’giT. an. 262 S.—SIHH ?TTVIT ^ ^rfS-ST 

(jjJ5r a 3TwlTT tm ^^teR ^ adsTj i962 (laez ^ so} ^ 

W 2 cf> C^) ^ ^ HHH ^ 3frf ^ 

^ [?terr] m ar^udi^d %si^ ^ 

3^ ^ ^ ^PTom (1) tTrlrP nft ^ 

<pc^1 <5T ijiM«i if: f^^eFcT ‘PTc^t 






3t1?J^RTftc1T Vf Bilir 

(1) 


(2) 

m nr, ts. 



5>ehFS7i 


tfcf?! 


^ (^11^) frtf3ris, 


^ IcHSm^T 

lijlfH •yiHT 

^ ?l?t? : 473 112, STtn ^I^?T 

4014/15/2 00S-^,Tt. ] 
TmTj iiT^q 


New Delhi, the 6lh January, 200S 

s,o. 2625,—Whereas, in pursuance of clause (al of Section 2 of 
the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in 
Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Government of India hereby authorizes 
the person mentioned in column (1) of the schedule given below to perform 
the functions of the Competent Authority under the said Act for laying 
pipelines by the said M/s GAIL (India) Limited in the area mentioned in 
column (2) of the said schedule. 


Schedule 


Name and Address of the nerson 

Area of Jurisdiction 

Shri P.K. Bhatnagar, 

Deputy Collector, 

On deputation basis to 

M/s. GAIL (India) Limited, 

GAIL Complex, Vijaipur, 

Distt. Guna, 

473 112 - Madhya Pradesh 

Whole State of Madhya Pradesh. 


[R No. L.14014/15/2005-G.P,] 
K.K. SHARMA, Under SeCy. 
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[1|(;<'T|. 1fl 2008 

3ff. 1616.-%^ HTO: ^ (^ ^ ^ 

^ 1962 (1962 ^ 50) ^ TO 5rftn^ 

*TO J:) 2ft mrr 3 4 (i) ^ ^ ^ m^err % ^ ir^f^ 

^ 2Rn?R ^ W.3TT, 675 24,03.2008 ^ to ^ 

c!Tfh3 29.03.2008 ^ ^ sni 3H ^ 

^ ^ ipHTcT ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

^ ^ SETT 

% ^ ^ ci^T 3 TjN ^ '3TR'R ^ q^q^lT ^ i 

-afrr 7S^ TMq^ 21 ^ 2 ft rnf^I 23,06.Z008 # 2 ri ^ 

'Sfh: ^Tlte^ %, 32 R 2 ft 6 ^ jWtr ( 1 ) % '3TqH ’TWR 

# WT^ ^ ^ || 

'SfET ft, 32R ftftft CfT ^RTT .snft ^ iqiWl?!, ^ ^ ^RT^IH ft qi 

32|?T Ijfft ^ I, 3lTft % v3Tf?lW spT 3t#^ spTft ^ 

f*)52IT 11 

<S^: ™ 2 ft ^ 6 2 ft ;jqi?m ( 1 ). ■ 5 RT ?l1^fRjf qq 

5i#q siRft 2Rft I f?r ft ft' ^ ft 

qi^qrn^ ^ ^ <3Rtto: ^ ■srftR 'ta ^trtt 1 1 

^ TTT2fTT ^ ^ qm 6 2ft (4) ^ 9 TiftrT^ m 

4Rft m ft# I ;34Tf ^ ft 3q#n q5i ^ ^ ft 

if f^rf^ ^ ^ ^ ft ^- 31015 / 7/03 

^-11 25,11.2004 ^[ra ^PTli qf ^1# ^ '3T^EftftT ^3# fftOTRt ft 

ft^M^WW tftfftts ft ftrt^ 



3IR-3'lOl5/7Vl004-3^.aTR4l] 


Tj. 'h’Wi'fl, 3fT^ Trf^ 
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NewLJeiMi.trreiBth September. 2008 

S. O. 2dM.—Whereas by notificahon of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Petroleum &: Natural Gas, S.O, Nos. 6^5 dated 24.03.2008 in the Schedule below issued 
under Sub-Section (I) of Section 3, Petroleum and Minerals I'i[felines (Acquisition of 
Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (30 of 1962J (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), 
published in the Gazette of India dated 29,03.2008 respectively the Central Government 
declared its intention to acquire the right of user in the land specified in the Schedule 
appended to that notification for the purpose of laying pipeline tjirough Mundra - Delhi 
Peh'oleum Product Pipeline for transportation of petroleum products from Mundra in 
the state of Gujarat to Delhi by Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Limited, 

And whereas copies of the said Gazette notification w'ere made Ln-ailable to the public on 
the 23,06,2008; 

And whereas the competent authority has under sub-section (1) of section 6 of the said 
Act submitted report to the Central Government; 

And whereas the Central Government after considering the said report and on being 
■satisfied in the Schedule appended to this notification is hereby acquired for laying the 
pipeline; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the puw'ers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 6 of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby declares that the right of user in the land 
specified in the Scfiedule appended to this notification i$ hereb\-' acquired for laving the 
pipeline; 

And further, in exercise of the po^vers conf^erred by sub-sechon (4j of section 6 of the said 
Act, the Central Government herebv directs that the right of user in the said land for 
laying the pipeline shall, instead of vesting in the Central Government, vest on the date 
of publication of the declaration, in Hindustan Petroleum Corporatic'n Limited, free from 
all encumbrances, subject to the conditions imposed vide this Ministrv s consent letter 
No. R-‘3l015/7/03 OR-11 dated 25 11.04, 


Schedule 



Tehsil: Behror 

District Alwar 

State; R.A IASTHAN 

Sr. 

Name of the Village 

Khasara No. 

Area j 

No. 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq.Mtr 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

a i 
1 

tJarded. 

808 

D 

04 

56 



809 

0 

0" 

09 



613 

D 

14 

22 



614 

---- ■■ ■—^ 

0 

03 i 

06 

ji-i nj-h J j-K A. 


INO. R-31015^73/2004.0.R.-iI] 
A. GOSWAMI.UnderSecy. 
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snr ’jftrraii 

^ ftjrft, 12 20M 

^.aw. IWT^afrstPraf arflrt^pn, i947 

ti94? ^Fi 14) ^ «m 17 1* ^tfptwr ^Ptn wm 

4 ftr., ^ ^ ^ 

^jiNa^ ^ 313^ ^ afhrilPra? f^9i? ^ afteilPpj 

-iiwiWJi 7^-1, i: (tM 

73/198S) ^ wfritT i, ^ W*H ^ 12-8HyS 

m 

[^ Tl?[-240! 2/144/87-311^ 3TR: C^ft-T)] 
^ ^ aif^RTRl 

M1MSTKY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 
New Delhi, the 12th Augwi^ 200S 
S^O. 2627 ,—'In pursuance of Sectiau 17 of the 
[hduitrial Disputes Act, 19^7 (J4 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref NOh 73/1984) 
of the Central Government Industrial TribuiwI-cum-Laboui 
CoLirt No*l, Dhanbad ns shown in the AnneKure in the 
Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
man^eemeatof M/&. BCCL Ltd^ and their woriemanp which 
was received by the Central Government on 12-04-2008/ 
[F, No. L-24012/14^.1R (C-T)] 
SNEHLATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 

ANNEXDRE 

BEFORE THECENTRALGOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBI;NALNo.1 ATDHANBAD 

PRESENT 

ShrJ H. Singh^ Prcsidinf' Officer 

In the matter of an [ndustrial Dispute under Section 
l0(1Kd)ofthe L D.Acl,IW7 

Reference 73 of t9SS 

PARTIES: 

Employers in relation to the 
management of Bhcwra (South) 
Colliery of M/s. BCCL and their 
wod^nian. 

APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the workman None 

On behalf of the employm Mr. U.N. Laf 

AdvocatCn 

State ; Jharkhand Industry: Coal 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 22 July, 2008 
AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, In 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Seer ion 
10<lXd) of thft L D. Act, 194? has relerred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 
No. L-240l2[l44);E7^DJVfB)dated,the IRthMarch, 198S 


SCHEDULE 

“ Wbetherthe donand afBihar Cot| iery Kafngar Un ion 
that the Management ofBhowta (South) Colliety of 
Bhowia AneaNo* XI ofMVsn BCC Ltd.^ RO. Bhowra 
(Dhanbnd) should provide original jobs of Dragman 
in Hard Coke Bhatla and pay House Rent Allowance 
and refund Long Leave Travel Concession to S/Sri 
Lottan Bhuiya and Sitwu Bhuia is justified? If so, to 
what relief sie the workmen concerned entitled?" 

2, It appears ftem the record of this ca^ that both 
the parties have speared and filed their respective W.S, 
documents etc. The case thereaftcf proceeded along its 
course. Subsequently the workmanside abstained 
themselves from appearing before this Tribunal for taking 
further steps in this case, though repeated notices were 
issued to them. Therefore, there is reason to believe that 
the wot4^manside are not interested to proceed with the 
hearing of this case. Under such circumstances a 'No 
dispute' Award is passed in this reference presuming 
non^istcncc of any irbdustrral dispute between the parties. 

H. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
12 STTOf, 2008 

2628.—1947 f 1947 
^ 14) ^ ^ 17 

^ ^ Fi ^ “Ti^, 

121 / 2005 ) ^TPKiftFT 

■&, ^ ‘h-sO’H ^ 12^8-08 ^ mi 

[TT. 1?^-11012/34/2005-3fd 3P1R (?ft-l) 1 

^6 ^TOI 

New Delhi, the 12th August, 2008 
S,0+ 2638.—In pursuance of Scciion 17 of thc 
Industrial Disputes Act, !947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publ ishes rhe award {R ef. No.! 21 /2t)OSl 
of the Central Govemmem Industrial Tribunaheurn-Labour 
Court Chenriai as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the managernenr 
OfM/s. Air India Ltd. and their workman^ which wa^TCCCivcd 
by (he Central Government on 12-08-2008. 

[No. L-i IOIZG4/2005-1K(C.I]] 
SNEHLATAJAWAS, Desk Officer 
ANINEXURE 

BEFORE THE CEhTTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALCUM^IABOURCOURI^ 
CHENNAI 

Thursday* 10th July, 2008 
Present: K. JAYARAMAN, PrestriineOfneer 
Industrial Dispute Noh 121/20D5 
(In rhe matter of rhe dispute Far adjudication under 
clause (d) of subsection (1) and sub-secdon 2(A) of Section 
lOofihe Endustrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 ofl W), between 
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the Man nf Air India Ltd. and their workman | 

Between 

The Secret ai>, I Pan y.-'Ptit (i i [>ner 

Chennai Airport Coniraei Workers Union 
first Street. tiisUh 
Ankapiithor, Chunnai-(>ilO ()7fJ0. 

Vs. 

The Sr. M acla^c: - H R D [I Part y.- M an f rn en [ 

Air [nJitt Ltd 

Air [ndia UniU Cijnipiex 

Pa llaA-aram. C rx-rw^a i - tit'O J 

APPRAIUNCP: 

for th e Pei i t hrx: : B ala n I-1 u r i &j-> 

for the .Ms. A'^ar*^^ DoIl:^ 

AVVAUt) 

TtioC'enLia: Mij'.isti'y orUiiruU' \'■.(}<: :i=^ 

Order No, L- i! ■ KiCMdIJ dated 09-1 

referred ih^: ludastnol Uispiiic to ihii^ Tiji-iiiiat 

fill' adilldlC^jtior: 

Tne iehe-.i'.de [r-^-iitiGne-^] \u that order i.'i! 

■'U'liether \ 'ix -.-L-ni^nd Chennai Alrp-.’-ji Coiri iL:! 
Workei'i i.Tioi- iNirii [rx r^taria^Duieru ot Air ! i^liti 
fhai Si! l^iurTibtT. ree^uiivd [hiML.ph 

M n. IT c ST lie C'\.s'ox[\ors msy be re^uk:r/ed !■:> 
M'? .Air IvJi i i\yA\ their [OsLifUd'.' ii sv. to 

■^^hat reii-.' \> !L^J -.vorkivi.Lo cmiti^^d Ol-d i'roi'i v. :i:r 

iHH'lEL'i'" 

.'. .-M\cr d\' 'ir-lo: of Lil' liiJiKiriiii rh-.'.p^.te Tit 
i ribimn! 'n:i< i! ]:; | 20^^ and ^:■■■..o.■.■ 

to i\-:\ I■. t:(Iet. J^'.■■ :\ ■■■ rj1:1 c;t;LI .ip rx r iiironidi'ik-;;■ 

.AkKoCiite.- ji:..i :i'ni ■h.-.'ir Chiiol SitUenTtu y:(\ C: 

Static: Tien I 

.: T!k .HlL i:t dn: CiLiitn SmVir ^!"!i Mf:- 

lol low' 

The Pu'i;-A-ikf I roo'’. Lwpoii.-.es the eoiiT- ^^:■L:■■l:_■ M-j 
S^'Kail. fTiioi-".:-V ln\i,::iiLii! TI -l- ter vin: ^.--fth-.- ft^^ni'iidjiLt 
Mann^tinient L;i-.;.iris/olii.'n in ilie }eLLi- I-.v::!i iho. 

it N alie^'cd tliiLi r:i- o .joiiliat t kibour, Ik- vo.l> viiTkW 
Linl> b-^ the P,-.s|n-'i-.ijn- .\-1ona!;i^')ri'jni M o 
C’onstiui;,io:i.-: itio s-.i-veiM^Vj ConlraLtor i^ onij. i it 
lull dor. I Uc e 01 : u i.T n ■.■■n’bployL-e i-i tfjc onlv IhiiitilTT 

i: m p lo}. u d b\ I he I'LjenL XTina^eiou’!!! ui ^ini.-.kr i.:.J 
iririmtcnjsriL L- r im i u | ihioC'l[jL^:stem in al I ri =-.t: tT i t:U"’ 

0\Mled and jini'iikLioL'ij fyi'c Ketpondetu M.injiT'inL:/ i:'. 
On:riiiEji .Airport i v Ke-^poo^loot Meiiill^luk-iu .Al: ii:Jiri 
dn-o--iit^ve-.ni; oloi ■ pl'jnihj:'en/iur a=- l-i'Ium-.-: ■■-..ii kui 
(M- as w--^ ■ I loT 0 .'i.: - > ni i ■ ] T.i i: stead o f k K i r. l' 11..' i i .'k;_ -.. I .i ■' 
stains a.^ Piiini'T-' -j u iC'-p.n^ier-;: Msno^enie'i- is l eep.-i;. 
t]n; i:-or:i:-urnf'.l u-.- sj -r ;L Ic-e ^Tnii Lic: . ... 


a benami name lender for thu past 2 ] years. The cone erred 
cm p loyee worked from 9- 0 0 A M to 7 -00 PM . The wn rk o \' 
the concerned employee --.tv-, uontiolted and supervised 
by IheDy. Ocncr^lMaitfi^e:- rt'euhniefll] ofthe RespondoTit 
Management The supervision unJ control is only wiih 
the Respondent Mana^ieincm Kven if the conrerned 
employee wants la take sny leave for a day, the same ii 
rnfbrmed toihe Dy. General MLui^^i^ertTeehTiical) and only 
if he accords permEislort concerned employee ciiu go 
on leave. Thus, the eon lT ried employee i^i only under 
their direct control and s^lpe^■^■i^^mande?ie^;utC 5 ihc wOE'k 
The concerned employt:e c.\ecu«cj; the ^^oik nt varioiis 
offices of the RespondenE Man,^geitieiLL vU. iii 
Meenambakkanij TiEusniaiii and f^rnoi'c. The Kesposuient 
Management maintaifi:- u .ncpuratc A!tendance Register 
for the concerned em plo> c-,-. i h u R espond eni M rta gecnen t 
deducts Provident fund I'Li j ;-.r:iounLs fiam ihu Ssilvy of 
the workman and is al^i p tul hnnus by the kespotideni 
Mafia^ement even- year j- > en i huugh. the Lniiri; pa\ meiit 
of sahiry is diirectK uiidc:- i:-c u^sn^rol the Kespundunt 
Management, the ConU ^L tu;- iskepujismi iiUeiTUcdiary foi 
making ihe paymerjl anj .[.c work disclNiigeLi by iJie 
Loncerned w orkman U pcrum i.al artd continuou.s in juuurc-. 
For the past 21 years, i.'ie !\csp^iiiLleTiL M[in:igemvcit is 
detiying him thu reguku .-viii!!! under me spreious pluu 
ihat the peii(i(.)]te[' i.s a ^niployee Thu re to re. ihu 

^o-ca]ted contmct with M hk'.ji^Tng ronstiuulion'i to: 
ihc eii^a^ement of the s i'ia\’:-:iud wy^i-kmaii N diam .nid 
nominal. Thcrcfnrc, cng.ig:. y t ie uouLeined tMiikmisi: for 
ihu pennanyitL ivyrk u: pl'.r:n!’'ln'_'' ^vl'icii LMrUir'.L:(iu=^ Lind 
pereimial in nature is to d^':;. dv betiulus nl leguksi i^Ljrieii 
is an ijnJhir labouv prnCTK\' I It cnnceniL-Ll emphiscu fi.i;’ 
also ctimpleicd (.IlI-. . ■■ f sollLilu■■inL^ seivtuu i.i 
21 LLLknd<sr]no]ilh^ uwen in !-.u vClje' :-9A7.-ilierulbre. under 
Sethi011*3 of the Taoui \.nv.: ( Tnleiment of Feimnne r 
St It t Us t^) W^irkm a n .A c i.; I: j i u ..■ r\: e, j w o rk n ui 111 ^ u 11 1 it 1 ed 
lo be made perm^nem l 1 i\I duuiiiee :n ?i.i\e JltairKd dv 
Lilaius. Henre. ihe puU'.^n .t' t num pm vs diLii ilie 
coneerni^d emplovecT -.uw'u;. uuiv In: iVLiuhi'i/L-d wicb 
conseiiuential rehef fie;-!!- liie c.llu of his ^.ijiii-k-t -on 
of JBO {Ln s. 

4. As again^l llii^ l::e tNspondenr M-.Liniguinvin in 
i L ^ Co u riLer Si a( ernen 1 u I! e:: l. =: i' i u c-: n i een i ed etnp! o_v u u 1 >■ . 
Sii. V. S^ilvan i,s only n ri=i-.ii:iLi w^irkinLsn -iiiL-ns-Siiig ilie 
minOT ptumbin^; vvork^ lik-.. l■.■!dL^ iii.u ofuipT .AtTe^(i^la ot' 
leakages. [C place men l oJ" :-'...n.!'ir:;:=: thtin^s utr. F lov\evu!-. 
if tliere i^i any niaior ph.::i:-:ii!L: -.Tjik m ;Ke Kespoiidenl 
Manageinenl. Tbc iiiiin- r niJJ hr uwriiduL] m soniL- 
contracior uder follow ii-- ;!::■ T-n-.ler |nuLLihi[v nJupiud iii 
The RL:sp[>ndent M:tri.M.Li -i: i l. IT. Lie:Tie. dieic is \■c^ 
uonncction or jiesus beJwuu.i ike ..hove said C'OlKOi ieil 
vvoi'kjiiars and ihe Respor.-.k-= i MLinagLineni. ! be uniinari 
buiwuun the Kcspondeiit .'.:.:::.i .-eirrni jiio .M s. ILTw^iiu- 
C(mtioc[fo!i!i IS itil] .^j:-.-:-.! ii!u :irid Conlr.icr^?!' v:/ 

\i-s Hlestinu Cemnriiutii'!:-. t five to tuivu uaniei: iwi tw 
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A^orbnan of his choice mi the actwilies of the contra 
wH-kinnn are controlled by M/s. BJes&ing Constructions. 
The concerned emploj^ee is an employee of 
M/s. Blesssing Constructions and, thercforeH 
maswr-semnt relationship exist between the Respondent 
Management and the concerned employee. The wagM were 
paid to the concerned employee only by the Contractor, 
The contract given to M/s. Blessing Constructions was 
for a period of one year and it was further extended 
subsequently. Ko. doubt, the Respondent Managcmcnf s 
officials still make pmc>dcaJ ched^of the workca^ oul 
by the concemed employee and it is also countersigned in 
the Log Book mainuined in which the details of the work 
carried out are entered- But on that groujid, it cannot be 
said that thecontroi and supervision is with the Respondent 
Management. The Respondent Management, no doubt, 
maintains a Register but the said Register was maintained 
only for the issue os materials for carrying out the work by 
the Contractor herein. The Respondent Management holds 
a valid registration certificate under the Contract Labour 
(Regulation & Abolition) Act but there is no statutory or 
other legal obligation or compulsion to employee a Plumber 
by the Respondent Management. Therefore! the demand 
for regiiiarizatton by ihe Petitioner Union is unsustainable 
and they are not emit led to any re lief The Petitioner U nion 
has also uo locus-standi to espouse the cause of the 
contract workman in as much as the contract workman has 
not given any authorization to the Petitioner Union to 
represeni him. The Respondent Management has got 
separeie Recruitment Rules and if any vacancy arises iu 
the Respondent Management in future, the concerned 
employee can apply and If he fulfills the eligibility criteria 
in Educational Qualification and Technical Qualification, 
SVork Experience, Age^ Community Status as per 
precedential directive, he may be considered. Hence, for all 
These reasonthe Respondent Management prays that 
the claim may be dismissed with costs. 

5. Points tor detemnlnatian are: 

(i) Whether the demand of the Petuioner Union 
thal Sri V. Selvan concerned employee 
recruited through M/s. Blessing Constructions 
may be regularized by the Respondent 
Management into their service is justified? 

(ii j T 0 what re I icf the concerned work man Sri V. 

Selvan is entitled'^ 

6 . The Petitioner Union espouses the cause of one 
Sri Selvan who is working as a Plumber mths Respondent 
Organizalion Tor regularization. The contentioTi of the 
petitioner is that the concerned emplavEt Selven has been 
working in the Respondent Management from the year 
1985 through the so-called Comracrot and even ihough 
the Contractors have changed from time to time, the 
concerned employee continued to work in the Respondent 
Management. It is his further contention that the 


Respondent docs not have any other Plumber either as 
contract worker or as regular workman since the plumbing 
work is a continuous work aud perennial in nature, the 
Respondent cannot employ contrtKt worker for number of 
years and that too for more than 21 years. Instead of giving 
the coDoemed employee the regular status os Plumber, the 
Respoudent is kAcping him as so-called contract worker 
ufidera benami name lender for the p»t21 years. On behalf 
of the petitioner, h is further alleged that the concerned 
employee reports for work in the genera] shift and he works 
from 9.00 AM to 7.00 PM. Kis work b underthcconlrol and 
supervisiofU of Py. General Manager (Technical) of the 
Respondent Management The Respondent officials directs 
the petitioner to work and only under their supervision 
and control the entire work of the petitioner takes place. 
Even if the petitioner wants to take leave for a day> the 
same is to be informed to the Dy. General Manager 
(Technical) and only if be accords petmis^ion, the petitioner 
can go on leave. The manner of execution of the work is 
only with the Respondent officials ifrho will give directions 
everyday and only under their direct control and 
supervision the petitioner executes the work. Therefore, 
even if the Concerned workman is termed as contract 
employee in substance he is working only under rhe direct 
control aruJ supervision of the Respondent Man^ement 
and the so-called Contractor is only n name lender only 
engagd fbi: the purpose of making payment of salary. iTius, 
the Eo-talled contract with the Contractor for engagement 
of the concerned workman is sham and nominaL But on 
behalf of the RespondenL it is contended that the 
concerned employee, no doubt doing plumbing work but 
he is only a contract workman attending to minor plumbing 
works like replacement of taps, arresting of leakages and 
replacement of plumbing fittings. Further, there is no 
prohibidcin to employ contract worker for such works, under 
Eucb clrcumstancesH it cannot be said thai the contract 
entered into with the Contractors for this minor plumbing 
work is sham and nominal h is also fo]se to contend that 
the control and supervision of the work of the concerned 
employee is with the Respondent Management and there 
is no master-servant relationship existing between the 
Respondent Management and the concerned employee. 
No doubt, the contract to plumbing work was given for I 
year and it was extended far further years but il Is not 
known to the Respoondent Authorities whether the 
Contractor has engaged the particular person for plumbing 
work as such. Even though, the ccmceroed employee was 
engaged by the Contractor and even though the Contractor 
has changed year after year, it canfwt be ssld that the 
concerned employee is to be regularized in the service of 
the Respondent Management, ii is further contention of 
the Respondent that the Respondent Authority haa got 
separate rules and regulation^ for recruitment and they 
have also separate procedure for recruitment of regular 
employees, there is no statutory or other legal obligation 
or compulsion to employ a Plumber by the Respondent 
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Man^gl^ment^ ther^fQn?, the demajul of Tegul^ri^ation h 
unsustainable and, therefore^ the concerned employee h 
not entitled to gel any relief. Tn order to establish his case 
that the petitioner is working in the Respondent 
Management, the petitioner has examined himself as WWl 
and produced Ex. WI to Ex. Ex. W1 is the copy of Ihe 
for requisition of cxtensiofi of validity of the concerned 
employee's photo pass from 19S5 to 1991. Ex W2 is the 
copy of the application for issuance of photo pass from 
the period 200d-2006 and Ex. W3 is the copy of the eiitry 
permit of the concerned employee from the period 2003- 
2004. Ex. W4 is the copy of the Wage Register for the month 
of August 2005 and Ex. W5 is the copy of the Wage Register 
for the month of September 2005 and Ex. W6 is the copy of 
the rtgistraiion for properties and facilities department for 
the Plumbing Section. By producing these documents, the 
concerned employee has stated that he worked in ihc 
Respondent Management from 9.00 AM to 7,00 PM and he 
worked under the supervision and control of Dy. General 
Manager (Technical) and the scw^alled Contractor will never 
tnteffftre with his work and he has never come ro the work 
Spot. It is his further evidence that he is only Plumber who 
is engaged by the Respondent through the so-called 
Contractor who is only a name lender. The Respondent 
Management alone deducted teh PF amounts from his 
salary and he was paid bonus by the Respondent 
Authorities. The so-called Contractor is kept as un 
intermediary for making the payment of wages and he never 
directs or supervises the work. Thus, he has been w-orking 
for more Than 21 years under the Respondent Corporation 
and thus he has acquired the necessary knowledge, 
expertise in the field and he is fully qualified to be employed 
as a Plumber in the Respondent Corporation. OnbebatTof 
the petitioner it is contended the concerned employee is 
now45 years old and he is overaged to get employment in 
any other establishment and at this distance and time ifbis 
services are not regularized under the specious ground 
that his employment is only through the Contraefor, ihcn 
he will be put to great hardship and irreparable loss would 
be caused to him. As against this on the side of the 
Respondent, one Revatht Gopalan who is the .\sst[. 
Manager (HRD) of the Respondendent Management was 
examined as MW I and though one Ayyaswami was 
examined as MW2 and though the Respondent 
Management has marked Ex.MZd to Ex M30 throuj^ the 
said witnesses, the said witness was not present for cross- 
examination and, therefore, it is argued by Lhe petitioner 
that his evidence should not be considered for this case. It 
was recorded as such and on that score, his evidence was 
not considered for the trial in this case. On the ^ide of ihe 
ReSipondenlt 30 documents were marked. Out of that Ex,M24 
to Ex.M30 were marked through one Ayyaswami and was 
not present for cross-examin&rion and, therefore, not 
considered. Ex. MI, Ex. M2 are the copies of the certificate 
of registration given by the labour authorities under 
Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act and Ex. 


M3, Es,M7 and Ex .M14 a re t)i e copies of t be conmiet gi vcji 
to the Blessing Constructions lor plumbing contract and 
exteruion of the contract. Ex. M4. Ex. M 3, Ex. Vl 10, Ex, M12, 
Ex.Ml5,Ex-Mn, Ex.M]9and Ex. M21 arc the copies oft be 
bills raised by the said Contractor M=s Biessini; 
Constructions,Ex.M5.Ex.M9.Hx.Vll 1, Fx.Mi], Ex.Mi8. 
EX.M2CI and Ex. M22 are \h e copies o f the payment made b> 
the Respondent Authority to the Contractor, Ex. M6 is the 
copy of the ESI Remittanco for Muy and June, 2004 and liic 
witness examined on the sidi; of the Respond™ viz. ihc 
Asstt. Manager {HKJ^) deposed chat the concerned 
employee was employ^id under M.'s. Blessing 
Constructions, Contractor and the commet entered tnm 
between the Respondent Mann^cnneiit wiih the Blessing 
Constructions is genuine utidlhe concerned employee was 
not under the direci control and supervision of the 
Respondent Management. The concerned employee 
doing minimum plumbing uork and they paid wage? to ibc 
concerned employee directly unJ there is no sanctioned 
post in their Department as "Flumber'' and the concerned 
employee was supervised oniy by iht: Comrucior and not 
by the Respondent Managcmcni. it h her further evidence 
m case a regular post has been sanetiotied for plumbing 
work^ they have ro fnllow the recrustrneuT procedure for 
that appointment. It is her admission in the cra.ss- 
examination that From the >ear 1^85 the minor plumbing 
work were done by one Plumber though they have given 
plumbing contract to varioui pcriions. 'Ilii.s witness. ihough, 
has stated that the concerned employee is only a comraei 
employee, she has stated in the crois-exainination that 
she did not know whether anybody from the Contractors 
concerned has come to the Airport or not and she I'ui sher 
slated that she did not know personally ihe plumbing work 
done by the concerned employee in the Re.qpondeiu^ 
premises. With this evidetice. the learned counsel for tlic 
Petitioner contended liuit Though the Respondeni 
AuThoriTiles have produet?c1 a copy of the caniract ai^d 
also the copy of the bill and Termed tlie cojurol und 
supervision is only with the Respondent Authorities aixl 
the so-called Contractor never entered into (he premijics of 
the Respondent and supervised the work of the CLiticerncd 
cmployefi. It is Further argued that such a big coiicurn vi*^.. 
Air India has not employed j rcgukir stulTlbr plumbing 
work which Is continuous itnd pcrcrmiul iti nature thouuli 
il is admitted by ihetn thot ihe concerned employee is 
working from the year 1^8^ and ihouuh it is proved that he 
is working from 9.00 AM to ?.()0 l^M roui^d the clock, the 
Respondent AuthoriLics luL\e nut taken an^ step to 
negubri^ehis services on the ground tlinl there is no l euular 
po5l for Plumber, Uconnol be ^L 1 ld thin the work otpiumbing 
is sporadic, it is continuous and perennial in naiurc. under 
such tirtumstancPA, the ]ie<i[>ondent AuLliorilies is 
denying the tegulariz^tson only to dctiy the bcjicHcs lo ifu: 
concerned cmpicjycu. He furtiicr relied on die I'uling imported 
in 2000 see (L&S) 884 GB PAIMT t.NlVLRSri'V Dl■■■ 
AGRICULTURE ^ 'i I■.('][SOI OGY. PA\TNAG.\R. 
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NAINTTAL vs. state of up and others wherein 

University whtch is a r&sid&niial university 
had J 4 hostels amt a C^etma to provide food services to 
thehiMi&lsiindothers. Tl^ere werei75 employees ^vorking 
in that Cafeteria when these employees claimed 
regularisation of their services as emphyees of the 
University. The Labour Court declared them to be regular 
employees of the Universt^ from the date cf the award 
md heid them entitled to received the same salary and 
other benefits as the other regular employees of the 
university. Even the High Court in the Writ Petition upheld 
the LabourCourt's award When tkemaiier came up before 
the Supreme Court the University contended it was oniy 
the Food Committee and not the University which had a 
role in the matter and control of the Cafeteria and the 
employees of the Cafeteria were not appointed by the 
University and that there was no budgetary allocation in 
the budget of the University to meet the expenses of the 
salari^ if the Cafeteria employees and/urther contended 
that the employees ofCafeteria were a of the employees qf 
the University but the Supreme Court dismissed their 
contention. The two conventionat tests of implicit 
obligation and factors qf ov&yili controi and supervision 
by the University stands satisfied and the legai 
responsibility cannot be shified as contended the 
Unlversi^ and regularized their services '' 

7 h Bm as ^nst this, the learned counseJ for the 
Respondent contended in 2006 A SCC i SECRETARY^ 
STATEOF KARNATAKA VS. UMADEVI AND OTHERS, 
the SLipreme Couit has clearly stated "V/te High Courts 
and Supreme Court should never issue directions for 
regularization, permanent continuation or absorption 
without referring to the legal position obtaining thereby, 
and which have been relied on by the respondent 

employees to claim the same relief . It further heid 

*'persons who get employed without the foihwing of a 
reguiar proced^e or even through the backdoor or on 
daily wages have been approaching the courts, seeking 
direction^ to make them permanent in their posts and to 
prevent regular recruitment io the posts concerned and 
the courts have occasionally even stayed the regular 
process of employment being set in motion and in some 
cases even directed that these irregufar or 

Improper entrants be absorbed into service class of 
employment which can only be called "filigious 
employment"' has risen like a phoenix seriously impairing 

the corfstdutionai scheme . ii is not as If the person 

who accepts an engagement either temporary or casual 
in nature is not aware ofihe nature of his employment. He 
accepts the employment with wide open eyes It may be 
true that he is not in a position to bargain net at arm s 
length since he mJgki have been searching for some 
empioyment so as la eke out his livelihood and accepts 
whatever he gets, Bui an that alone, tl would not be 
appropriate to jettision the constitutional scheme of 


appointment, perpetuate illegaliiies and io take the t 
that a person who was temporarily or casually got 
employed should be directed to be continuedpermanently. 
By doing so^ h will be creating another mode of public 
cmploymefftwhich b not permissible". The Supreme CoLin 
ftirther observed ”the coarts must be carehil in ensuring 
that they do not interfere unduly with the economic 
atrangemenr of its affairs by the Stale or its instrumental ilies 
or tend themselves the instnimenifi to facilttate the 
bypassing of the constitutional and statutory mandates, 
thus, when there is no sanctioned post and when there is 
no provision to employ a contract labour, (n this case merely 
because the concerned employee was worked for more 
number of year^, it cannot be contended thatch is services 
should be regularized in the Respondent Management, 
Though, I find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Again the learned counsel for 
the petitioner rehed on the ruling reponed in recent 
judgement of the Supreme Court in CDJ 2007 SC 1133 UP 
STATE ELECTRICITY BOARD Vs. POORAN CHANDRA 
PANDEY AMO OTHERS wherein the Supreme Conn had 
as an occasion to consider Umadevi's case and held 
^Uearned counsel for the Respondent has reiied upon (he 
decision of this Court in 5 ^State qf Karnataka 
and Others Kt. Umadevi 2006 4 SSC f and has ruled ibut 
no direction for regularizatran can be given the Coitri. 

Further, the decision in Umadevi's CdStf is clearly 
distinguishable. The said decision cannot he applicable 
to a case where regulanzation has been sought jin' in 

pursuant to Article J4 qf the Constitutton . Hence 

in our opinion Umadevi's case cannot be appiied 
mechanf'calty without seeing the facts of a part iewfar case 
os a iitth difference in fact can make Umadwi case 
inapplicable to the facts o/lhat case 1’he learned counHcl 
for the petiriohtr contended that in this case the petilioner 
has produced documents to show that from ihc year I9K5 
he has worked as a Plumber in the Respondent 
Management and there was no other Plumber either 
contract labour or regular workman as a Plumber in the 
Respondent Authority and though all along the 
Respondent Authority has treated him as contract labour 
but it is oniy the Respondent Authorities who has 
supervised the work of the concerned employee and 
coniroLled the said person- Under such circumstances, it is 
clear the prayer for regularization is to be given to the 
concerned employee. 

8,1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel lor the petirioner because in this case a big concern 
like Air India has employed rhe concerned employee for 
more than 21 years for their continuous and perennial work 
of plumbing but for wage, a Contractor was engaged us an 
inttntiediary for the payment of salary alone. On the other 
hand, the control and supervision of the concerned 
employee is with the Respondent Authorities. Since the 
Plumber work of the buildings of the Respondent Authority 
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was done only by the concerned employee and without 
his work, the plumbing was not done by any other person, 
under such circumstances, I am of the opinion that this is a 



labour authorities under 
Contract Labour (Refutation 
& Abolition) Act. 

fit case for regular [/at ion of services of the concerned 
employee. As such, J find this point in favour of ihe 
Petitioner Union. 

E3cM3 

19^)5^2003 

Contract given to the 2nd 
Respondent for the period 
01-10-2003 to50-09-2004. 

Point Mo. 2 

The next point to he decide in this case is to what 

E3lM4 

01-07-20<M 

Bill raised by the 2nd 
Respondent 

re lief the concerned employee is entitled to? 

9. [n view of my findings that the demand of the 

ExMJ 

03-07-20(M 

Payment made by the 1st 
Respondent 

f^etilioner Union to regularize the servics of the petitioner 
is justified. The prayer of the Petitioner Union is lo be 

ExJVte 

29-06-2004 

ESI Remittance (May, 2004 to 
June 2004) 

allowed. The next thing to be decided is fram which date 
regularization has to be given. Since the Petitiontr Union 

EX.M7 

02-09-2004 

Extension of contract frum 
1-!O'20a4 to30-09-2005 

has raised this dispute only in 2005,1 find his services is to 
be regularized from the date of awardn 

Ex.M8 

01-10-2004 

Ril3 raised by the 2nd 
Re.spondcnl 

10- Thus the reference is disposed of accordingly. 
(Dictated ID the P.A. transcribed and typed by him. 

Ex.M9 

11-10-2004 

Piflyment made by the I st 
Respondent 

confected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the lOth July, 2008) 

Ex.MlO 

■ 01-02-2005 

Mill raised by the 2nd 
Respondent 

K. J A YA RAMA N, Presid i ng 0 ITicer 

Wlmess Examined. 

Ex.Mll 

02-02-2005 

Payment made by Lhe I st 

Rei pandent 

For the 1 St Party/Petitioner : WW] Sri V. Set van 

For the2nd Party/Petitioner : MWI Smt. Revathi 

Ex M12 

01-04-2005 

Mill raised by the 2nd 
Respondent 

Gopalan 

MW ! Sri S. ■l>-yaswarTii 

Ex,M]3 

04-04-2005 

Paytneni made by the 1st 
Re^ipondent 

Documents Marked: 

On the Detitioner's side 

Ex. No. Date Descr lotion 

Ex M14 

264)9-2005 

Contract given in the 2nd 
Respondent form 

1-10-2005 tn30-09-2U06, 

Ex. Wl - Request for exiension of 

validity of ptLitioners photo 

Es M15 

05-12-2005 

Bill raided by the 2Tid 
Respondent 

pass from the period from 3985 
upto 1991 

Ex.Mie 

05-12-2005 

Payn^enl made by the 1 st 
Respondent 

Ex, W2 - Applications for iissuance of 

photo pass from the period 

Ek.MI? 

01-02-2006 

Bill mi?:cd by the 2nd 
Rcsspnndent 

from 2004 up to 2006 

Ex W5 - Entry permit of the petitioner 

Ex.MIS 

01-02-2006 

fhiyment made by the 3st 
Respondent 

from the period 2003 upty 2004 

Ex W4 Auo. 2005 Wage Register 

EX.MI9 

034)4-2006 

B i 1! ra i \cd by (he 2nd 
Rc.spondeiu 

Ex,W5 Sept. 2005 Wage Register 

Ex, W6 - Copy of the regisfration for 

properties and facilities 

EX.M20 

044M-2006 

Payment made hy tlie 1 st 
R e.spondcnt 

department for the Plumbing 
Section, 

Ex,M2( 

01-06-2006 

Bill rtiijied by (he 2nd 
kespondent 

On the Management's side 

Ex No. D^e De scription 

Ex.M22 

02-062006 

J'ayincnt niJide hy the ls< 
Respondent 

Ex M 1 26-03-2001 Copy ofthc certificate of 

registration given by the 
labour authorities under 

Contract Labour (Rcgutati on 

Sir Abolition) Act, 

EX.M23 

294)7-2005 

J[> heiween Air India and 

Cunslructions and 
C^hennai .Airport Conta net 
Workers Union regulanzatiod 
of .vir V ScJvan. 

Ex. M2 09- ] 2' 1936 Copy of th e certi 11 cate of 

registration given by tlie 

Ej<.M24 

27-04-200) 

3 etter frum Linploycrs 
i cdedition oflndia reg. EPf. 
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&cM2$ 

EXM26 

EilMZ7 

EkMZS 

EX.M29 

E!(.M30 


22-LI-2O0I Letter (him 1st Respondent to 
the Connniis»G(iief, £PR 

21^1*21002 Letter written by 1st 
Respondent regarding 
applicability of provisions of 
EPF to casuals at Chennai. 

dd-OS^OOT Letter Written by Ist 
Rupondent regarding 
applicability of provisions of 
EPF to casuals at Chemiai. 

02-11'2006 Letter Erom 2nd Respondent 
requesting to release PF/ 
Bonus. 

03-11-2006 Stamped Receipt fram Mr. 

Seivam. 

03-1L-2006 Letter from 1st Respondent to 
Manager (Finance) for refund 
of Bonus to Mr. Seivam. 
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New Delhit the I2th August, 2008 
S,0* 2629-—^In pursuance of Section 17 cif the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 2/54 of 
2003} of the Centra] Go^vernrnent Industrial TribunaJ/Labour 
Court No. 2, Mumbai now ^own in the Annexure in the 

Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
martagement of M/s. Jet Airways Ltd. and their workmen, 
which was received by the Centml Govenunent on 12-08- 
2008. 

[F. No. 1-11012y34/200i3-lR(C-I)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 
ANNEXLRE 

BEIXm THE centra GOVEI^E^^ 
INDUSTRULTRIBUNAL NiO, MVMEAl 
PRESENT 

A. A. Ljdk Presiding Officer 
REFERENCE No. CGIT-Z/54 of 2003 
Employers Relation to the Management of M/s. Jet 
Airways 

The General Manager (HR) 

M/s. Jet Airways (1) Pvt. Ltd. 

41/42, Maker Chambers-in, 

Nariman Point, Mombai-400a2 ] 


And Their Wortanw 

The General Sectxtaiy 

Bhaitiya Kamgar Karamchari Mahasan^^ 

9, Navalkar Lome, 1st Floor, 

Prarthana Sanfiaj, Ciigpum, 

MijmbBM00004 

APPEARANCES: 

Forthe Employer Mr. Abhay Kulkami, 

Advocate 

For the Workmen . MT.AHp Kulkami^ 

Advocate. 

Mumbat, Dated, 26th June, 2008 

AWARD PART-1 

The Government of India* M i nistry of Labour, by its 
Order No. L-1 l0l2/34/2Ot)3-iRCC-l> dated 22*08^2003 in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (I) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudtcaticin: 

"Whether the action of the management of M/s. Jet 
Airways (India) Pvt. Ltd,, to dismiss Shri Sunil Sonu 
Satale, JA/2453/BOM from service w.eiH 7-8-2002 is 
legal and justified? If notn to what relief is the 
workman entitled?'" 

2. Clahn statement 15 filed at Ex-6 by the union making 
out case thati concerned workman Sunil Sonu Satale joined 
first party as a Labour*cum-C leaner in Cabin Appearance 
Department on 05'05 -1993. He was served with chargesheet 
datd 01-12-2001 on aElegatlon of absenteeism without 
permission or sanction. The allegation levelled against 
concerned workman was absence without sanction of the 
first party. The allegations in the chargesheet are cooked 
up by first party against concerned workman. No 
opportimhy was given to concerned workman to explain 
about his absenlccisiri. The Inquiry Officer was biased. He 
gave perverse findings and he did not consider the 
doeumenls given by second party. The misconduct of 
absenteeism was not of that serious nature to remove the 
employee from employment. The decision taken by first 
party was taken just to remove the workman from the 
employment. So it is submitted that, the enquiry shown 
conducted against concerned workman be declared not 
fair and proper and findings perverse on which basis he 
was lerminatcd. 

3. This is disputed by first (wtty by filing reply 
Ex-8 making out case that, reference is not maintainable. It 
is stated that, concerned workman was taken as Loader- 
cum-Cleaner in Cabin Appearance Dcpartmeni. He did not 
perform his duties satisfactorily. He was not punctual in 
work. By charge sheet dated 0 L12-2001, charge of40 days 
absenteeism betw een the period 01-06-2001 lo 30-09-2001 
was levelled against him. Enquiry was conducted by 
following Principles of Natural Justice and by giving full 
opportunity to workman. Even opportunity was given lo 
concerned workman to make his submission and put up 
his defence. He was also allowed to lead evidence and 
after considering the evidence, die Inquiry OfTicer g^ve 
findings holding him guilty of misconduct of absentee ism. 
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Since concerned wotkiridn was not interesiied in the 
and was in hahit of remaining absent jniiuthori&etJ 
f^quently, ir issubrnstted than di^misal issued against liiin 
does not nequiix interrereiice. 

4r Union filed rejoinder at Ex-lO which deny Ihe 
a negations of Firs i party. 

5. in view of above pleadings, iss ties wc rc framed at 
Ex-17 of which issues nos. I 2 are treated as prelim in <tr> 
issues which aje answered as follows: 

issues rindings 

(i) Is enquiry fair and proper? Enquiry is feir and prosper. 

(ii) [s finding perverse? Findings not perverse 

Reasons 

Issue iin^ 1 : 

6. Second party has challenged the enquiry string 
that, enquiry was. not fair and proper whereas first 
made out case that the concerned workman was given 
opportunity'to lead evidence and participate in the enqiiiry. 
To support that second party exam in cd the workman 
concerned at Rx-38 who make out griveances as slaJed 
above. In the cruss he states (hat, he was given charge 
sheet dated I -12 -2001 H e u nab le lt> state ^vbei h u r lie gave 
detailed reply or not. He admits that. Inquiry Oflficer -zavt 
t im e (0 n !c rep I y. 1 [ c ydui its th at, opportun ity wa s g i ve \\ cu 
Lake represen tat ive o f h i s ch a ice. H e further si ai es th u t. fie 
did not demand any particular representative since he wll:i 
not having idea that he can demand so. He states ihai, 
people were ta !k ing in M arath i i n the enq ui ry bu t li e h as no 
idea in w'hich language proceeding w-ai\vTiucn. He udanils 
that, proceeding was explained to him. He admiu tliiit ?if| 
documents were served on him. He admits that, he had not 
demanded any other document. He admits that, he had no 
idea to cross-examine the witnesses. He Admits that, be 
was absent during the period mentioned in (he charge sheci. 
He states thah he has filed documents on thnii biic his easy 
is that I hose were not considered by the Inquiry 011 leer 
He states that, he has not crosis-examined witne,ss l.v(;au^v 
he had no idea that he can do like that. Me admits dial he 
has no complaint abou( enquiry and he closed evidence 
by filing purithis Hx-19. Againsithal first parL> chose nol 
to lead evidence on ptiint of enquiry and per^ofsity of 
findings. 

7. Second party snhnnitted Written Argumom- at 
Ex-20 and first party at Ex-ZI. If we peruse enquire 
proceed in gft filed at Ex-12 by the firs! parly we find, snid 
enquiry proceeding runs from page 1 to 29. In the copy of 
enquiry proceed!ngs at lujrnber oip bees we find ^igittiiurc 
of the w'oirkman. in the cross this witness at page 10 ond ] ] 
admit! that he has no evidence to show (hat he iiitbrnied 
about his absenteeism. Even he admits tbal. salary wa.^iiot 
paid to him of these abseni day-,';, [te also admits that, he 
did not complain about salary deducted about absenteeism. 
Charge sheet shows he remained absent for 40 days hom 
June. 2001 to SeptcniberH 2901. He lias adrn i(ted that positioij. 
In the reply to the charge sheet, it appears that he ha.^ 
inidnned (hat when he Wi^s iick from l4thto KSth imie he 


noted his brother'fi danglitor l^rivAfika fell side and so he 
had to take her lo haspi(al. There was no improvement and 
50 be unable to attend ilic oi'ficc as nobody was in the 
house to rake care of Priyiiiika. Then about Augus( 
absenteeism he states that, he received ore notice from 
Dy. -CnllEctor Office. Mul und and to attend it he wont there. 
So by thal reply, he alrnosi udiniLtcd absentceisTn. lie has 
aJisn not examined any witnesses on his behalf though he 
produced number of copies a 1'case papers of Pri yank a. lie 
got opportunity rp ex pin in nibouL his absenteeism and by 
enquiry it reveals that, sufficient opportunity was given to 
Second party to explafti ab^jut hi:^ absenteeism. Even iu 
cross he admitted enquiry. He admits that, opportunity 
was given to him. So chirgc of absenteeism xvhen JcvcMcd 
against second party ;iiict when he admits it, in my 
considered vitw nothing ui[>re teqcured u> prove. Besides 
citation referred by flr.st pane's Advocate if looked in, I 
find those are on punishn^-tu \shLch cun not be considered 
at this stage. While answering qiic.^tion no. 4 in the coquirv 
proceeding, page 19 Kx-l.T ht- admits (hat he has r^ot 
submitted leave applicath^n Lind admits that, he informed 
on telephone. When date wjs ar^ked oJ'lelephone he stiilcs 
that, he does not remember ihe dale. While ianswcriiig 
Ouejilionno, lOpa^^e 11 ijfcnquiry proceedings he admiis 
that, he regained absent fur 40 dii^s. When he adm its that, 
he roinained abseni for 40 days and wlieti chArge of 
absenteeism is levelled eol- mii^Londuct, in my considered 
viewy nothing more reLp.iticJ to concludelliai. chaige 
proved again.st concerned woikmun. .-kfier all. whm is 
enquiry-? According ttj ttil-. ■.'nqiiiry- is opportunity lu ihe 
person figainstwhom eharge-' :irc kvdkd. [ I ere coneemed 
workmati admit^j that he wu.s nbsctU. Chuege was of 
absenteeism treating as a mi scon duct when ib LidmitEed by 
the concerned workman. [ cinKltidc that, enquiry is liur 
and proper and answer •4w -, iiisuv m the alUrmattvc. 

]s;^uc no. 2 ; 

S. On the basis nt cnqMiix cnndnClL'd. tn(.|iiii y (^Ificcr 
observed he is guilty of miMionduci of absentee ism. Ho 
has given findings fioni p:igc 4 1 to 44 witli I lx- 12.1 le ha^ 
described the charge Micutiuncd in thv iiHtcincnt intidc by 
concerned workman and ;:xnkiujiiori given hy conccincd 
workman. The charge w-:ss id ubHeniceism ireaung as 
misconduct from June V^<^\ and on that Inquiiv OltiLcr 
observed cimcerned wminurn guilty of charge of 
absen tee iini . Whe n cli a i yc . \ lls lu In lit t cd by i h c cts nccri i sxi 
workman and it is pT(u^ai Lh.u he wjjs nb‘;cnt duricig tha( 
period as n^entioned ni tl'.iiigc d:ieet. [ liLive to coricluJe 
thiit find his sane rioi per wise 

9, In view- of disij(.Mi.-n:^i(.ii:> nuidt: above, 1 utjiicltide 
enquiry is fair and proper ami (indmv-^not perverse t kmuc 
the order 

ORhIk 

([) Enquirv is lUii lukl proiL'cr. JTridLng.s noLpci vcs sc. 

(IH Both to poriicipLitL' in iliu reference on quantmri 
of punishment. 

D^ite: 26^06-2(Xl8 

i.t ..... 


^ \ [ \f\ c>... 






;1lrapa>T20,2008/'ffi 29 , 1930 


5283 


^ f^, 13 arreit, 2008 

■WT. «L 2630.-4411^1* 1947 

cm? ^ 143 4 VR1 

■4 ’^.#.Ti?r, f^. ^ Wv(R ^ ^1^ tHfil'H*! aSlr 
*>f4.wt ^ ^ 393 ^ ^ -^dlPRT 
+IHK ajWiPn? 5(lfVWT/SW ’s^TRIrni 4 I, ^ 

(■?^C'it Ti 32/1997 ) ^ U^ir^M ^TTcft t, ^ 

^R*R 4 13-OS-200S TJM 55m *TT I 

[4 W-20ai 2/452/95-3frf3IR(^ft-1)] 

4e nni '>ioiiti, ^lV«biCI 

New Delhi, th« 13th August, 2008 

S,0, 2630.—[ft pmuance of Section 17 of ^e 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ret No. 32/ 
1997) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, No. 1, Dhanbad now as shown in the 
Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employeis 
in relation to the management of M/s. ECL's Ltd, and 
their workman, which was received by the Centra! 
Govemmenton 13-08-2008. 

[No. L.200 l2/452/95-lR(Oi)) 
SNEH LATA JAWAS. Desk Officer 

ANNCXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRlALTRlBUNALNa t ATDHANBAD 

PRESENT 

Shrl H.M. SINGH, PreddiugOfTiGcr 

Jntbe matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 10(lXd> 
ofthel.D, Act., 1947 - 

Heferenee No. 32 of 1997 

PARTIES: M/s.ECL'sBarakar 

Engineering works and their 
workmen. 

APPEARANCES 

On behalf of the workmen None. 

On behalf of the employers Mr. B.M. Prasad, 

Advocate. 

State : Jharkhand Industiy: Coat, 

bated, Dhanbad, the 29tb July, 2008 


AWARD 

The Govemmenl of India, Ministiy of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Section 
I0(i(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 
No. L-200l2/4J2/95-lR(CoaM), dated, the T4th January, 
1947, 

SCHEDULE 

“'Whether the demand by the Union for the 
employment of the dependent of Late Brahtnadeo 
Singhisiegal and justified ? If so, to what rel ief is the 
dependent entitled?” 

2. In this case neither the concerned workman nor 
his representative appeared before this Tribunal inspilc of 
issuance of notices to them. Management, however, made 
appearance through their authorised representative. 

Since the concerned workman has failed to appear 
before this Tribunal inspile of issuance of notices, a ‘No 
Dispute' Award is passed in this case presuming non. 
existence of any Industrial Dispute between the parties. 

H. M. SINGH, Presidiug Officer 


B 3CTOT, 200 s 

3^, 2631,—3TftrfWT, m47 
(1947 |4j ^ 17 ^ 3T55TW ^ TTTm 

A ^ ^ rH4l-44iT ^ 

hWii 24/199^ ) ^ 

^ 13-0S-20DS ^ yra ’^3TT fin I 

[ n ) ] 

NewDelhi^the i3[h Ati^ijsu2D0£ 

S.O, 3631.—tn ptjr$u^nc« Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947X the Cenira] 
Government hereby publisher the award (Ref. No. 
24 /} 999) 0 f the Centra I Government I ndu^tri al Tribunal/ 
Labour Court Kolkata noiv as shown in the Annesure, in 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of M/s. I3P Company and 
their worltman, which was received by the Central 
Govemmenton 13-08-2008. 

rNo.L000012/79/98-IRfOI)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS. Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFOR F, TH E COVER.NM FAT INHUSTRIAL 
TRI mIN A L AT KOLKATA 

Reference Nu. 24 of 199*^ 

FARTIFS: EM FLO VERS RELATION TOTHF 

M AN AO E M EIYT OF mPCOM PANT 

AND 

Chiisarjnjar Nath 

PRfISENT; 

Mr Justice C.P. MISHKA, Presiding Oflficcr 
APPEARANCES 

Onbehalfofihe Vlr!i.S,B 0 nerjee,Advo(;a((;. 

Management 

Oft behalf of the : None. 

L 

WbfkkniLiri 

Stare : West Industry: Petroicum 

Dated : July.^OOK. 

award 

By Order >Jo. 1.-3000 ]2/79/934R {C-\) dated 
06*07“] 999 tfheGovcmincnr of India, Ministry'of Labour \w 
exmiise of its pmvers under Section l0(]Xd)) and t2A)o1' 
the Irsdui>lrigl Disputes A^!l. 10^7 relierred the foliinvjng 
dispute to [his 'j'rihujini for adjndicLUitni: 

''WhoLhcrtLcdeinarid ofSiiri Cliittaranjan Natluhnt 
he had m IBP Company from 0fi'05-l991 [o 

3]-0j'I 996 is correct ? K'su, whether tenminutlori of 
h i s z^-Vy I ci: H'.e. f 0 ! '04- ] 9 96 i s I ega I and j lcsi i fied'!! f 
nouvvhat relief be h eniiikd 

2. When the is uaiiod ou[ today, none nppc-ai is 
for the wi*kman nor any strip is taken on his; behalf lo 
proceed \*h the reTufence, ManagemenT, how'ever. ;ii 
represented b^ tis lemned Advocate, w-ho has a rated tJiat 
front (he conduct of tde uorLmnn ir is clear that he hus lo^t 
his interest in this case. He has prayed for disposal cf the 
neference by passing a -'No Dispute'" Award. It 
from the record [fiat the purtics iiave completed ilicir 
pleadings and the workman was (o lead evidence. Hut, 
instead of doing so adjeurnments was being taken from 
time to Lime on various j^rounds. Ultimaicty, from 
14-6-2005 il^c lean^ed .Advocate on recurd for fheworkiT^an 
stopped appeanng. ^several nonces were issued to the 
wademan intorminghirn aboul the date fixed for his evidence, 
but those noticcfi were all reiumcd with tlie endorsement 
of die postal aiiihoriiy 'isnotclaiined. It is, ttierefore. ule^tr 
that the wofktnsn is no lunger interested to proceed wiih 
the present srefcrencL-- aitd there is no use in keeping thi; 
reference pending finihej-. 

y In the cfrcumst^T^ce, thi,s Tribimai ha.^ rto odicr 
ali.^mative bui to di.'iposc of the present reterence bv 


piiHsinjJ a^^No Dtspnie" .Aw^rd As such, a 'N'o Dispute" 
Award passed and the i cL'cj cncc is disposed of. 

C ?. Vf:SI]KA,lfrc4diiig0mcLT 

Darcil^ Kulkata 
■rhe39th Ju1y,200a. 

I - 

^1, 263237Th'i^H. I'M? 

(1947 ^ 14) ^ tTTTT ^ 

4 ^ fwjnjn' iTR 

TRW arr^i^TrTJT. ;; I _ yn 

TWR (TT^sl wsn ion--3(>fi: i ti irarf^ epTnt ^ 

THTT ^>11 A} I 

[Tf. (tt- i j ; 

'T;; vTrn , TF3; 

New Delln. lIic I _’Lh Aagusi. 70[)^i 

S.O. 2652.—In puri’ULjncc of Scciioii 17 of the 
Induslrial Dispute.? Aci. Ifrk? ^[4 of I947j. the Ccnii jl 
fpovernmerit hereby puhli^lbc-^ tlie oward (kef \o. 

100i2002) □ f t lie Ct nf TlT I f jn.i ^ ei'n nicnt i n dti l i ;d ! r i b tui u I 
l.abuiir Court No. 1 Dhmiiuid now as shown us ihr 
annexure. in Industrial I HispiiLu buivvccii the cniployers in 
relation lo the managcmc-m nt M >. EK.'Ci. I.td. aiui their' 
workman, which w'as recei-wd bv the Cental fjovcnimcru 
on 13-0S-2OO3. 


[Nm. ZO(jt)-;R((. -l)J 

SN'L.tS I.AIA JAWAS. f)csk [MTiccy 

A\NK\l Etr 


GKFORK n IF CKN ; KA L (if >V F kNM KM 
INDLSTRrALTKIBl ^AL \ .AT Dll ANHAI) 

misvxv 

ShnH.Mr SlNCiL Frcsidin” Officer 

In the matter of an InduMiia] Uispuio under Scciiuti U)f I kIj 
oOheLD AcL 1947 

RcferernrcNru 100 of 2092 

PA RTi FS: Em p loy cr^ i u e'c Ih :t ^on lo the ir.a 11 agci 11 1 

of \ u d k'h L: i k ee C oS I i u ly o I' M .s. (.X. ]. 
and (heir wni-kriioJi. 


APPFAkAINCKS 


On bchalKof the 
workman 
On behalf of the 
etnployers 

State: Jharkhand 


Mr'. K. ^ ■liiikr[ivort\, 

.^dvdcjtli:. 

Mr. L'.N. I .ill, Advoc-uo. 


]TLdu^tr\ : C.a^l 


Dal ed: Dha nbud, (fi l 2 S ih J u ly, 200 
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AWARD 

The Govt ofliidia, Ministry of Labour, in exercise of 
the poivers ccmferted on them under Section 10( 1 X^O 
oftbetD.Act, 1947 has rtfen^dlhcfblltiwijig dispute 
to fhts Tribunal foradj;udicatioa vide their Order No. 
L-20012/205/2000-[.R. (C-l). dated, tlie llih 
Sepleinber^ 2fl02, * 

SOIEIX/LE 

“Whether the claim oT^the BCKU from the 
TnanagemerLt of BCCL, Area, Nudldiurki 

Cc^llieiy that the ^va^kman Shri Mitan Mishra should 
have been referred to the Medical Board for 
determination of his age before supemnnualing him 
w.e.f 1-7-1999 and the demaiid that the workman 
may be reinstated into service till atteintnetit of the 
age of superannuation, is jusp fair and legat? if so, to 
what rel ief is the workman enl itled?*' 

2 . In this case both the parties appeared and filed 
their respective W,S. documents etc. Subsequently at the 
stage of bearing Ld. Advocate for the workman by filing a 
petition has submitted to pass a "No dispute' Award on 
the ground that the concerned workman involved in this 
case is not interested to proceed with the hearing of this 
case. 

Perused the petition and heard both jides. 

Since the concerned workman is not intercEted to 
proceed with the hearing of this case a 'No dispute' Award 
is passed in this case presuming non-existence of any 
tndusiria] dispute between the parties^ 

H.M. SINGH, Pit siding omcer 
Rml, 13 200S 

3TT, 2633.—'1947 
< 1947 ^ 14) ^ fJRI 17 “R 

4 ^ 'SRRtf^ rH4N«.T ^ 

fnR'i ^ 

(IEM 149/2001 ) ^ IRSTftltl t, ^ 

^ n-os-200& w «ir ( 

[n 1?|?T-200l2/ft7/200l-3ir|31F (^-l)J 

.ntii 

New Delhi, the 1 jth August, 200fi- 

S.O. 2C53.—In pursuance pf Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Ceniral 
Govemmenl hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
149/2001) of the Central Government Industrial I ribunal/ 
Labour Court No 1, Dhanbad now as shown in ihc 
annexure, in Industrial dispute between the employers in 
relation to the martagement of M/s. BCCL Ltd, and their 


worlctiiaiu which was received by the Central Goveniment 
on l3-0ft‘2O0iS. 

[Nq. L.200I1W/20011R,{C-1)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS. Desk Officer 

ANNE?£URE 

BEFORETHECENTRAL GOVERNMEN1' 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1 AT DHANBAD. 

PRESENT 

ShriH.M. Singh^ Presiding Officer 

In the matter ofan Industrial Dispute under Section lOflXt^) 

ofrtie r,D- Act, 1947. 

Reference No. 149 of 2401 

Parties : Employets in relation to the management 

of Kustore Kshetra of M/s. B.C.C.L. and 
their workmen. 

Appearances 

; Mr, D, K, Verma, 

Advocate 

; . Mr. Ram Ratan Ram, 

General Secreiaiy, 

B.M.U. 

State; Jharkhand : Industry: Coal- 

Dated t Dhanbfld, the 29ih July, 2000. 

AWARD 

The Govt, of India. Ministry of Labour, in exercise 
of the powers confemed on them under Section 
lO(IXd) of the l.D, Act, 1947 has referred the 
following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication 
vide their OrderNo. L-20012/S7/200I >(C'1X dated the 
24th May, 2001. 

saiEDUu: 

KYA MESSRS BHARAT COKING COAL LiM ITED 
KUSTORE KSHETRA KEY PRAVANDHTANTRA 
DWARA SHRl SURESH PASWAN EVAM 9S 
A ANYA KARMKARON (SUCH I SAN L AON A 
HAJN) KO LOADER KEY RUUPMEYNIVAMITA 
NA KIYA JANA TATHA SEVA SEY HATA DIYA 
JANA SAHI. VfDHIV/AT EVAM NAYAOCHIT 
MAIN? YADl NAHl TO KARMKAR KiS RAHAT 
KEYPATRAHA IN TATHA KIS TARlKil SEY?" 

2. As per Written Statement filed on behalf of the 
concerned workmen it is stated that Shri Surendra Pas wan 
and 9S Others \s-orkmen are working in the job of tnjcl; 
loaders and on some occasions loaded the railway wagon 
in Ena Coll iety under Kustore Area and they are performing 
their job on regular basis. They are working since April, 
1985 and they were engaged in the colliery by Ihc 
management. They performed their Job in colliery ridings 
and projects as directed by the Management otntcemed. 
The concerned workman also stated that they were allotted 


On behalf of the 
employers 

On behalf of the 
workmen 
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of loading coal in trucki qnd railw^ay rakes Vagon^ 
and they have conlinijed lo perform thetr job from April, 
1 9S5 to OeMmber, ] 9^8 and after that tnaflagement sioppt]d 
their job wjthoul assigning any reason and written 
irformaiign. It has been slated That the Govt, of India 
Gazetted a noti Beat ion in [9S8 under Section EO of the 
Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act, ]d70 
prohibiting rhe management lo stop the contractor 
M/orker£ and private trucks foaders in the premises of the 
Company and Colficriefi ridings. As per notification passed 
by the Govt. managetnenL abolished the private trijcks 
loader and contractor workers in the BCCL 

}r Abiding by the onJer of the Govt, of India, the 
Management concerned engaged tho iaid workmen k> load 
coal in wagons. The said workmen demanded to the 
management for their legu lari sal ion as loader in permaneni 
job in the Ena (^ollic]f> of Kustorc Area ofM/s. BCCl .. The 
concerned workmen also approached and tnarged tne 
Deputy Commissioner of Diianbad lo mtervcnc in thi^ 
regard. Consequently the Deputy Commissioner 
investigaged into the matter and ordered the LEO 
(Labour Enforcement Ottker)to issue Identity-Card looU 
workmen. The LEO then issued an 1 .D. Cand in 1994 to alJ 
workmen working in the Fire Project ^isCoal Loadcr^i in the 
trucks of M/s. BCC[_. and the above workmen were paid 
wages prevailing at the time as per rule of Ms. l^C.C] . 
They have prayed ihnii They fihould he regulari.'^cd in thuir 
job with wFiges sijkcc December. 1993. 

4. The man:ige(nCLit has submitted in their Written 
Statement stating theiein Ihalthe presicnt referenLc is nnt 
legally maintainable a^ no employer and emplovee 
relationship exists hetwten the concerned pe^n^ ;ind 
themanagemen!, the pre^ient reference noi si isins out of 
any industrial d'lspuLc and ns sueli the jEon’n'Jc i VibLinLil 
has no jurisdiCiLoii lo jidjudicate on the isiue lefuiTcJ 
above. 

5 It lias nlsLi l>eeii submil(ed thai the spuniOi ir^u 
union viz. lialuljiin Mu/dour LJuion luii not been roco^ui^cd 
by the niana^cmcni the wnrkmon til'the compiin> jre 
nol tfic niembcr’i of tlie union luid the uninn fuis 
siifHcicni srrengih Lri sponsor any indu.^trial dispute. Th^ 
spon'ioring union nsudo out ihr case tbnt ihc concernud 
persons wetc the conlractor workers engaged on loodin;.' 
of coal into iruekt demunded for (heir re giihui nation 

b)' the principal employer. It fuis hetn submitted by die 
managcjneut ruiilicr ili:it raising of the dispuic iv 
obvaiously false as well fro in the I'acls that l!lu 

sponsoring uniim iniiiaHy .suboiitieJ a demand i^oiiec 
befojre the ALCfCj, D ban bad, on b^-’huir nCSii SLirendi-;-, 
Paswan and olhurs laakia^ lUjt tJlc chlirTi (hut ilie\ 
the track loaders loadine coid snio priv:ue iiucks qud 
demanded fonheir ^ibsorpi ion by the principal emp](i>cr 
Subseqiiently ii milicd diedisputc in rpceiof 1 7K \vor-ker 
claiming them (obe (he prixaie truck loader-^. I'he n-Ebivnee 
ha£ been made in re sped id'9*^ ^'L■orkers. fi lm> also been 


stated that it has become the praciicc of some of ihe trade 
unions to raise the dispute for Eecruitmeni of workers ttiio 
the employment of the public sector undertaking with the 
help of litigation and in th^^r connection they c(Difcc<cd 
number of job seekers and crirnlled them as member of 
their unitDn and demand for thtur JCjiUlansaiion asserting 
that the Job seekers are the contractor workers engaged on 
truck loading jobs. In the present case i( has been done 50 
though the concerned persons were never engaged by the 
contraclor in the load mg Job tnio titick or w-jgon. It has 
aliO been submitted that the muiwcmeni has deployed 
pay loaders for loading wagotis Lind trucks und therefore, 
question of engaging private truck louders for futading jpb 
did not and cannot art^e. ■|.■hu> ihe entire claim is EHtse arid 
c ancocted and no me ri t o f a ny k in d e x i i u ad vunc in g I he 
claim for regularisation of emu rue lor w orkers 

6 The sponsoring on ion bus aUo failed to pmduce 
any appointment letter issued by :^ny coriLiriUor or |.[). 
Curd of employment or document ofw-orth indicating th^tt 
Shey were even engaged by the inanai^cnncn* on [he job of 
loading wagon and truck. Et li.is been denied that Siirendra 
Prasad and 98 others have evvr v^nrkud from April. 198:? to 
Dc'Ccmbern 1998. If has also ^tiiscd iha( the ttnt^in bad 
adopted various pressure ULtics in uullectin^ die iob 
seekers in large number^ and l-ci tKeiinseIvci recruited imo 
tbe employment of the maiuL-icnic-jii. TIterc is no subsuincL- 
in the comentiun of the ^^o;■i^l■lell ili^u ihc J.EO is^uced 
identity card to the coiicct iK'i.1 pei ’.\)ris us jier dicectinn i^f 
the DrC. Dhanbad. The ITC. IH.uuhdd ha.*! no iunsdiLiion 
lo recruit the workmen mi'i th^- L-niplos incru ofiht' 
rtanaj^enneol and the 1.1^0 h.J^ iin inri.^diciion (n i^suu 
I dentity c a id \o til e workinc n '] I le t'jo\ t. of E n d I n h tis a irend} 
prc.'icribcd the einpl.oyncm. protLederu and ili^jrij jrn 
coTt?.1 it LI tiona I pro V i si nn s i or .-^c I cc r 11 ui u)i d rc c rti i L m c ot l 1 1 
workers into the empfovincru ^Jr ific^ nuiiutiic-nicnt. Ei Fi:is 
been praytd that on Aw-unl K- possed holding dui( the 
concerned persons nrv luu einidvd u> get relief. 

2. In enurse of Lirguincm I d. Adioiuie Inr ihe 
iriiinagemeiK subiuiited thot ili-- have prndtiLcd 

1. D. Card regarding 27 u-orktn-Ji'. inch bus been issued bi 
ihe [-E0, 13ihurGov[. Jhari-:. | leoigned lh<n (he Si arc (.ioM 
has got ]in right to issue. 1 .l.y i '.i: ^i loi the m kcrH w hnimv 
engaged by BCCl. or C(>]ilmlU-i n;i belutlf of IRT'I.. I he 
I'Cpresentative of th c w oi k i m 11 ?! ha^ 11 .ir \-.i o d lil ed njn (^rilcr 
of Deputy Coinniissioiu;) ly■|^l^ll■'Lld lor ni-cptiraLinti of 
|.[>. Card of 27 workmen Ini' d^=ili:; lob ^'l lhe cniitroclnr-’ 
cng^iged by M'i. liCCL. ii ±xi iMcsc 1.11. Card.-’ 

uhich has heeii issued bs dki.ltf Uririn. Gns( id E^ihai 
hoii no fO^'isdiCLion to is^ne ML.h 1.11. (. jrU lor lMw wiukc'' 
under the control of M T IR'C'I. ■^CiiL'h Is a public si'ctoi 
undonakmg Ql'G^ivt. of Jndin. M -^hous Hu-r diese I [> L aid:^ 
have been faliritaied with .i \ to -^eetue c?iiplii>nieiu 
Linder die inanygumcrU of VI ^ i^t LI . 
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i. ITir applications of worBttts which have been 
moved before the Deputy Commissioner, Dhanbad matted 
as Annexiire-l shows that BCCL management has shifted 
place of loading to another place and winded up Ena Fire 
Project Loading, Iteaimot be compelJedtothe management 
where itiey will start loading and where they will close their 
business for loading. It has been alleged in Annexure-I by 
the concerned persons that the management changed their 
working place ofloading from Ena Fire Project to Simlabahal 
siding aiad taking works from another worker at SirnlabahaJ 
siding. It has also been prayed in para of Annexuie-I that 
loading of Ena Fire Project be directed to be started, so that 
(he workmen can get work there. This shows that 
management has closed their loading place at Ena Fite 
Project and as a result grievances arose amongst the 
workmen and they are fidsely claiming to have worked under 
I he contractor which has been engaged by M/s. BCCJ, 
because the representative of the workman has not filed 
any document which will show that any contractor engaged 
by M/s. BCCL has employed the concerned persons and 
issued LD. Card or any other appointment letter so that it 
can be believed in any way. 

MW-1 Raghunath Prasad has staled in Jiis 
e?i£ainination-[n-chicf that since about six months the coal 
loading work in the said colliery is not being carried out. 
Coal production for the time being is stopped, and in this 
respecl WW-1 has stated in examinarion-in-chieflhaT we 
have filed original Tdcmity cards of 2? persons granted by 
LEO of Bihar Govn As discussed above the LEO, Govt, of 
Bihar has got no jurisdiction to issue I D. Card for any 
project of BCCL. in cross-examination WW-I staled that 
we have not been granted any identity cards by the 
management of BCCL, and he cannot say why the LEO had 
not obtained any signature of any official of the 
managemenL Therefore, it appears that these i.D. Cards 
which has been issued by the LEO, Govi. of Bihar has not 
been signed by any oBitcr or employee of BCCL which 
may show that they ever worked under the management of 
BCCL, WW-I has also slated in page-2 in his tmsi- 
exaininatLon it is fiict that privale truck owners used lohis 
private loaders in the ares of BCCL for loading ofeoa I and 
for that purpose we were issued identity cards. The 
evidence of the above witness shows thai loading work is 
done by private truck owner and private loaders and they 
have not worked under the contractor which has been 
employed by the management of M/s, BCCL. There is no 
document which has been filed by the workmen which may 
shows relationship of employer and employee between 
the workmen and the managenient. 

9 . {a) In the schedule to the order of reference the 
number of workmen has been mentioned as Suresh Paswan 
and 9B oihers but LD. Cards have been filed only in respect 
of 27 w'orkmcn. Ii also shows that without any cogent 
evidence reference has been made regarding 99 workers. 


Tn the resulL the foliowing Award is rerwiered :— 

"Mes^ry Bharar Limited Kusiore 

Ksh^ir<M Prtivandhtantra Dwrer Shn Sar^sh 
PaiwaifA Evam PSAattya KarfftkGron Ko Loader KEY 
Rup Mey Niyamita /t/a KtytJ Jarui Taiha Sey 
//offl Diya Jana Saki, Yidhiwai Evam ^ayaochit 
Mmtf. Aiaa Karmkar Kist Rakat Patra Nahi 
Hain." 

H M. SINGH, PresidingOlficer 
13 2008 

ta. «r, 2634,—3?l3ifTT^ mi 

[1^7 ^ |4J ^ 17 

A 1^. ^ MW ^4^1 tT 

Tf. 

wem 64/1999) ^ y^rfftlcT^ 

13-8-2008 tp I 

N. 20012/45 3/90 - 3irf 31R I 

New Delhi, the 13th AugtisL 2008 

S.O. 2634.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Di^pulc^ AtC 1947 (14 of 1947). the Ceniral 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
64/1999] of the Central Government Induslrial Tribunal' 
Labour Court No. I, Dhanbad now as shown in the 
annexure, in Industrial dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of M/& CC Ltd and their 
workmen, wfilch vt^as received by the Ccnti-aI Government 
on 13-8^200S. 

[No. L-2001 l-'453/90-rR iC -1 ] | 
SNEH LATAJAWASJ9csk OIUclt 

AINNEXU^E 

BEPGIIE THE CEIMTRAL GOVl':ttNfV[rm 
INOBSrKrAL TRIBUNAL NO. I M i)hAML\l> 

PRESENT ; Shrl 1LM. SFNCM, rresiding Officer. 

[n the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(lXd)orthel.D,AcL 1947 

Reference No. 64 of 1999 

PARTIES: Employers in relation tolhc management of 
Kedia Open Cast Project of M/s. C C l.id 
and their Workmen. 

APPEARANCES 

On behalf of the workman None 

On behalf of the employers : Mr. D. K. Vcmia 

Advocate, 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal. 

Dated the 5lh August, 2008 
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ahakd 

'I 'h e Go vt. 0 r [ nd la, M in i ry of [. a hour, i n i: v^zrc i se 
oftht powers cor^fimicd osi them under Section I()(lXd) oF 
Lfie T.D, Act, 1947 has reftmed ihe following dispute to 
this Tribuna] fbradjudicamTi vide their Order "No. L-200(2- 
4jl^0-[R(C-l)daced the21st April. \m. 

sCHEDm.i-: 

“Whether [he action of the Tnana£cmen( of Kedh 
Open Cast Project ofC.C. Ltd., Ha?aribagh in noL 
regularising Sh. Miihendra Singh, Security Cuiicd 
on The ptJSbi t>f Driver is justified ? If ntn. to whnt 
relief the concerned workman is entitled to 

2, In this case Ld. Advocate for the managcmenT 
by Pling a petition froni ih? wife of deceased workman 
submirted to pass a ^"No dispute' Award on the ground 
that the wife of the deceased coneemed workman is noi 
willing to contest the case on behalf of her husband who 
died during the pendency of this reference. In v=]ew of 
such submission made on behalf of the workman made in 
the petition and as no objection raised on behalf of ibc 
loanagement, a 'Mo dispute^ Award is passed in (his case 
presumujg noit-existcnce of any industrial dis.putc 
between the parties, 

H. M. SIMGH, Presiding OfPeer 

11 im 

3r, 263S.—srftrfwr, 

(1^7 ^ i4) ^ Wl 1? ^ ^ ^07^ 

^ ii n 

^ejl ^ ui/^ Mr ] , 

y4,-iyy4) ^ wf^m wt i, ^ 

I3-3-200S ^ yRJf-2^^1 

New Delhi, the Hih August, 2003 

S.O. 2fi35..tn pursuance of Section I 7 of ihc 

Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), iht Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
94/1994) of the Cenira!'Government Industrial Trihunal-' 
Labour Court Mo. I, Dhanbad now as shown irs the 
annexure, in Industrial dispute between the employer^: in 
relation to the management of M-'s. BCCL Ltd. and their 
workman, which was received by the Central GovernmesU 
on 13'8-200g. 

(■No.L-20012/403/93.[R(C.|)l 
SNHH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 


fi'.-^i^ r fl ■■ S; (. !?[ii]| 

AWI'^LI^i: 

BF.FORI& Ti^KCLVI kA] .^;o^l:l^^^lb^T 
PINDDSTRiAL I RI!H \AI .\0. J AT I>[!AVIL\I> 

PRFSFVI iSMRIll. M. Sf^GiL Rrcsidiiii^ OllRcf. 

In the matter ofyn Indiivi'kil Disptiti: undL-r Scliion 
lOGRdMjfihLO.D 

kcfercnc-' > o. ^4 of 1994 

PARTIES! Employers in hi lion [u (hL- maiifigement of 
Govindpur of .Vl s. BCCE. Luk nod 

iheir^voiliTiL^n. 

Appearances: 

On be ha If of the woi kin an . ^ o i lO 

On bcha1 f o f t he ernp I o> v r -n N oy 

State : Jharkhand Iridush: : Coal. 

Dated. Dhanhod. [iio .inly. lOOk 

AWARD 

The Government oJ' hxlia. Mitii^iry oi'l.nbi>LiT, in 
exercise of the powders con run ed on (hem under Section 
]0{lXd) ofthcl.D. Act. I 7-3 7 luL> ivfcn-ed the Ibllowiitg 
dispute to this Tribuitjl 1 Vm udi'jJiuuLioit vide ihvirOrdci 
No. L-20€t2.-4Gl^9,MR (Coai-f!. dated the Nth April, 1944 

sr:iu.iu !.K 

“Whether [he aciiL'ii of tJio Gcjicr^tl Murtugcr. 
Govindpur AreaNu. Ml ofM s E^CCI... EkO. Sonjrdih 
Dist, Dhanbad hi diSMjii:iSiiig Rohiinia rhaiu:ii\ 
Miner'Loader w c. I■ i ^^-:;.72 is jus[LOccl ■ li'noi. to 
wha[ reEiefis [he t:on-:ci'3ied ^vnrkrnan ciiMltcd to 7'' 

1. I [appears from the r^:cL>rd of this case that hoih 
the parties abstained thcOiscKcs iVoifi ^ippcarinu hclbrc 
this Tr'ibunitl, inspUc nil of notices lo them 

repeatedly. Accordingly a 'No dispuic’ .Atied is pus^iCd 
in this case presutning no:i’c s ik:ixe t>f ii fi> ''kI li sin liE 
dispute bcLween the prtrtie^ 

[]. \l SINGE I. Fresidin-Ollkcr 

^’fesrfr, 1.' 'iFm. :(.TO 

OTT, 2636,- wfvfr^, 1V4'' 

(1947 ^ 14) VRT 17 ^ ^ TTT^fTF 

4 HT.^iT.’i^, fn, T" r'-r;; "“F 

4i*^4)hT ^ t|' 77 v.^sOvi 

43' 1 9SS } ^ 773 : !1V |..f ,j;, .-^ f ^ 

[^. 13^-2-It! 12.! 9+-^;7 - riiiT ^ {;qi 1 ; ! 
'^TTi ^TTTT, 





[qmll—3(u)] 


20,2008/'^ 29. 


New Delhii the 13th August^ 2008 

S.O» —fn poirsuancc of Section 17 of the 

1iiduslri&] Disputed Act, 1947 (14 of 1947)^ the Central 
Gavemment hereby publishes the awEird (Ref No, 
43/1988) of the Central Govemnieiit Tndusttia] Tribunal/ 
Labour Court No, 1 Dhanbud now as shown in the 
anncxure, in Industrial dispute between the employers in 
relation to the manafetnent of M/s. CCL Ltd. and thetr 
workmaUp which was received by the Central Govemmert 
on 13-08-2008. 

tNo. Lr240l2/l94/87-Ill(C^l)] 
SNEH LATAiAWAS, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

REIX>R£lVECEKnUL GOVERNMENT 
industrial tribunal no. 1 AT DHANBAD 

Pi4scfil: Sbri H. M. Singh, Presiding OfTicer, 

In the miiuer of an Industrial Dispute undet Section 
IO(IXd)ofth*LD.AcLt947 

RefercBoe No. 43 of I98B 

Parties : Employers in retatJon to the managemenT of 
GIDl*A Colliery of M/s C.C. Ltd and 
their workman, 

APPELARAKCES 

On behalf of the workman : None 

On behalf of the employers Mr. D,K. Vcrma^ 

Advocate. 

State: Jharithand : Industry: Coal 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 22rid July, 20D8. 

AWARD 

The Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, in exercise 
of the powers conferred on them under Section 10(1 )(d> 
of the 1,D, Act, ] 947 has referred the following dispute to 
this Tribunal for adfgdication vide their Order No^ 
L-24012/(194Va7-D. IV, dated, the 8th March, 1988 
schedule 

**Whethcr the ^ion ofthe Management of GiDt-A 
CoUiery of Central Coalfields Ltd. in terminating the 
services of Sri Kashinath Bedia alias Kashinath^ Is 
Justified ? If noL to what relief the workman is 
entitled to 

2 . In this case both the parties appeared and filed 
their W.S. etc. Subsequently, the workman side abstained 
from appearir)g before this Tribunal. Thereafter repeated 
notices ware issued to the workmart side but inspire of 
issuance of notices they failed to appearn Since the 
workniBn side failed to appear iti spite of issuance of 
notices* a "No dispute' is passed in this reference 
presuming non-existence of any industrial dispute 
between the parties, 

H.M, SINGH, Presiding Officer 


13 2{m 

^Tl 2637 .—1947 
(1947 ^ 14) ^ 17 ^ ’^f 

A 1k ^ ^ dk 3^ 

ti, 1. ^ 

71/1999) ^ 

Tri l3“08-2l>0fi ^ I 

[k t?pT-20012/512/9K-^ ^ 1)1 

New Delhi', ihc Bth August, 20t>8 

S-O- 2h37.—In pursuance of Section 17ofllK’ 
Industrial Disputes Ad, 1947 ^14 of 1947). the Cctilral 
Government hereby publishes; the award (tttf No. 
71/1999) of the Central Govei nment IndustriLil Tribunal 
Labour Court No. 1 Dhanbad, now' as shown in the 
snneKure^ in Industrial dispute between the employers in 
relaiion to the managemeni of M/s, BCCL Lid. and their 
workman^ which was received by (he Central Govern me ni 
on J3-0S-20O8. 

[NO.I.-200I2/? l2^98-tRK:-ni 
SNItH LATAJAWAS, Dc.sk Ofllitxf 

annexuue 

beiiqrethecentkalgovt:unmfxi 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBLNALNOJ DMANUAD, 

Present J Shrj H, M, Singhn Presiding Olficci - 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(Kd)ofthcl.D. Act. 1947 

Reference No- 7 i of 1999 

Parties t Employers in relation to the management ol 
Western Jharia Area of M/s, HCC. 1 id. and 
iheir workman, 

appearances 

On behalf of the employers : Mr D.K. Vcmia 

Advocatc- 

Onbehatfofth? workman : None 

State: Jharkhand : Industry: Coal 

Datcd^ Dhanhadt the 21 si July^ 2008, 

AWARD 

The Govt, of Indies Ministry of Labour, in exercise 
of the powers conftnred on ihem under Section lOf I )(d) 
of the l-D. Act, 1947 has referred the following dispuic to 
this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order No. 
L.200l2/5l2/98dR(Cd>. dated, the29tbApril, 1999 
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^CHEDLLE 

“KYA BCCL, WEST JHAREA KSHETRA KEY 
PRAVANDHTANTRA DWARA SHRIM AU PYASt 
MODEM KEY ASHRJT PUTRA KO MAHtLA 
SWECHHA SEVA NlVRfTT YOJNA KEY 
ANTAftCATA K ARYA NA DENA UCHIT EVAM 
MaVa SANGATA HAIM? YADI MAHI TO 
KARMKAR WA UNKEY ASHRlT KJS RAHAT 
KEY PATRA HAIM? 

2- In this case workmanside has failed to appear 
before this Tribunal in spite of i^isuance of reapeated 
notices to him. Management, however, made appearance 
through their authorised representative. Since the 
eoreerned workman has failed to appear before this 
Tribunal in spite of issuance of repeated notices, a ‘No 
dispute' Award is passed in this case presuming non¬ 
existence of any industrial dispute between the parties, 

H, M. STNGH, Presiding Officer 
^ Rernl, 19 sPRtT, 2008 

an, 2638.—arfVfwi, 1947 

(1947 14) Ril Nirr 17 ^ R 

A ^ 'SR'tRni ^ rnUM^Wf 

*4+nT 

yt'bR 3ift|(+,w?Fr 'JibjieRj ^T, I, 

46/1996) 

^ l9-08-2(M)8 "^it TURf 13^1 *n I 

[•R. iP’20040/64/95 307 [l^T* 1) ] 

New Delhi, the 19th August, 200S 

S.O. 1638.- Jn pursuance of Sec (ion 17 ot'tlie 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Rtf, No. 
46/1996) of iheCentral GovcTnuieiit End ustrial Tribunal; 
Labour Court Mo. 1 faipur, nowas shown in theannetcurc, 
in Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of M-^- IPB Ltd. and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
19-08-2008. 

[Mo.L-2004n/64.'9d-JR(C-|) 
SNI-H LATAJAWAS.Desk Ofllter 

^ 1^,371^,^. 46/1996 

^9!^ ; ^ 7K4.R, 5R H>[m, TT ilTitTT fFTIW 

l?fr-20040/64/95-3llf.3(?I7, (7ft. STT^) 14-10-96 

# Tbif "Jjl ?ft ^ 71*1, flUfir sft^tTT fTTTtft 1FT 

'IllsI <»>tn nPMiei Rsitni i 

, , , .UTVi 


[Part II—Sic,3(ii)] 

*i*im 

Tpttpft f^. ( »iicn ^ jRShH) 

T. 348, 347, sflulPl'* 

O'Jim I 

. . . .3TO*fl 

aiBrairit : ^ 9(6191 Tl^f 3TIT,1^.’^T^ 

Tn*ft^3il7^ : ?ift srtfRt^ 

Wrl*lf^3ft7^ : t)ft*ldf dT^dl Mf/JK 

; (9-3-ZOOM 
31^ 

1. 717^. WJ Tf^IflTT, Tf ^ ■J97l^ 

5I7T Rm?; ?7i TtipitTV^tTor ^ ^iWrnfiT 

T-i^ld TRI f : 

"Whether the claim of Shri Subhash Chand Sharma 
that he was illegally icrmmated by the management 
of M/s. I.B.P.Co. Ltd. Bhiwari w,e,f 2 1-7-94 without 
following proves ions of Section 25 F is jusliHed? If 
so, to what claim is the concerned workman eniiiledT' 

2. TIT^ft ^ 3Tt7 31W RtT "TRI 

ftlTITfr TlTe?^ 71*54 )r3>R f YTtfl ^ fwsra? ^ 

3i*iN 5-6-1993 wit i^43;ir7W-i imB 

Tn*ff ft cT’IIok 30- “•• 04 34111*5! +fwi'i ftf ^rpf fhrrn 

Tiyiiffv 30-7-94 ^ I'K'ti "ft 6(h ^ IW UTOI ^ 

^ ^ I yfun ^ F7T 3TT1J17 tT7 ft 

^Itipn f % TTift ftlTT tjRrI ^ ^ ft 240 

ft 3lftR> ^?T4 f, l Tift! ^ Tptt HTR ^ 
IJytr w ^ fttfer TTS'*’^ fttfftTT ftTR Pft 7^ 7F1 
3Trf^^1^TT7rrtT^ 4ft Til i I 

fTE OTTisft ft trrn 25 sMfw afftYPnm 
1947 (tft fftoftift’ 34Tft rn^ 'irfftfft^rR ^ -^ftidrfti^ 

^ 77 ^ 7jt pn^ jcTTifti f^<ti ^ I ftcii 

^ 7m TTlft! tjft T ftl ^ IffTttq rn ^ ^ ^ 

^571^ I uiftf ft ^dftrs 5<fW "EFift ^ r# *i fftrrg inft! 

^ %PT Tprr uiftf (fft im gfe ^ ^ 

^hThi^T ^ ^ inftt ^ ftfli ^ 3i<ffn 

■f^W ITTTIITO iftiftftiim ^ VTTl 25-’3it^ 25-TT^’^Yl 
"aWNR fttftr i I 3TtT: RT»ft Rft ’SINf’TT f !fti ft^ 

OT^TI Is’'!'* 30-7-94 ^ SiijIVti ^ Slftu Hilqn ^TT 

^nft TIttff ^ TJlft ftcH *1*1 ^ ri^-ntni ^ 

ftsn ft ^6IM ^vTft ‘561 -SlalT^ Rifftr IftpTT Hid I 

3 . -Sfraiftt ^ i>TR ft "iiT ftyr fw tptt 
fsiiBft 3157117 rt(T' 4*6 yrnTri gft TT^ tfti 3^l^fi ft 
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*ft "afl "wiftar ifr T]^ awi "Silt 1*W(I^ ^ ftft ^ ^ 

•4ii4)[fli4«iif| ^ -fimr T|iT ^991^ ^ «RTi 

^#1 liiRir I 

4v {i“iw*pi ^ jfnin^f "w ’flflw ^5*n ^ "Pp ^Ppp 

3 - 8-93 ^ W*fl| ^ ^ ^ ^ 

1^ ^ ^ ^ *ft I ’5?rt 23"9-^3 ^ 

afTT^TT BRT ^ tN ^ ftpj 

3^k? Sfll^TT PjTte 26-4-94 STTT TlPff ?fl1^ 

1430 hRw^ ^ ^ 4 ^ ^ PlJW f^WT TO I 

’Trft 26-4-^ ^RI 31-7^94 TTO TO, 

^ wc Rigpw ^ ^ra t ft? ^ ftw ftrro to 

^ ^ irn t, sfff^ i ^ figpRi ^ iJt ^tMT ^ ^ 

TWfRfl ^ fin firo ^ I ^ wfi fifr 
^ ^ 26-7-94 ^ ^ tR! fi^l TO «?f fiF 

Pi^f^ firfw 30^7^94 ^ ti^i^ ’j' 3?h 
^ afTT^ ^ afnft JO-7-94 ^ 5 ^ 

acrrt "TOfip^ 
atRl; insff ^ TOl-B-94^ iNTTOf^r^P^ ^t|5584 
^ tfCT'^ ^ TO ^FJJ^ TOR^l ^ 

IJTTfF I TOR !nMf ^ TTRlfiPf ^ fiFTOJRR TO^I^ 
^ 3(r3T^^ ^ I 

^ irftf^icr ^ I ^Nf ^ 

6. !?r*if yHiMV ^ i iiitff ^ 

5-6-93 ^ 3iyT^ fiRlI^ ^ wfro ^ 

^ ^ sfi "SRifr ^ finfcF 30-7-94 ^ 3TWEjf 
"4 ^H'liaK "sprt I l\ii'^ 30-7”94 I^RT l^’td ^iTO 

lKTa|f^'4^a(rafif240l^'^ gqfTOsft t TTmf ^ 
"4^ mnr ^ TO ^ ^ ^ TO^ "4 

Hl(5 ^ ^fl'T Wi'fl ^ 5llRi IffT 1^41 <141 ^ 

^ filfltdflf 7J^ W^blRlIfl ^ ^ S TR^ 3^ITtfl ^ VT7T 
25-^V> 3TjVf^4M ^ ^ I yr^ ^ 4^1 ^ 3^1 

^ W^ 41^41^^ Ffl+nel 'ftyPw 
3T^ ^ ^fTO I 4^14^1 ^ fifi i^ftr 

fT'ff ^ ®ipTir ^ TO 

^i4w Tfft ^ ^ 25-^ ^rfiiPnm 

I ’^RF t^’Sn'ft 

4^f-4hi,^ flffPraf ^ rigJRtfi ^ 'rf irof ^ 

3f!^fR^1TOT 3^7 uni 25-TO ^ 'ft dH^yn firo 
^ 3 T^ff TrfflfiftV ^ ^ ^ lITelf ^ a(r?ft WT ^4" ^ 
T^Rsq fi75 t afR: Rfer ^ ^ 

^rcft ^ Tntfl ^ ’p; 1t^ Tift T 441141 ftrR -arff^ 

rqm^ Tift I 
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7h ji(iFiRir^^f7r#’feTfTOfT^-l 1nar4ci 
^lT%?Tp 1^ ^ Tn*ff TOft ’PTTO^r ’^Tm t, ^ TUftf ^ 
^ ^ ^ 1250 TrfHro ^ TPfl 'R 

^ift in?*TK^ 

t^Sr trA ^ airgTTR PiRf^n afrafti t fiifTOr ^ TOf 
I w^3ii«fl^lTjhn^4RR^ atr^TOTOtf^ 
■ft *ft T^ TO riftifff wife T iHpf^fl Tll^ ^ tft^ 3fefe^y!*ff 

TO’R^ ^ Wl^ 6ft I ^ ffmici 

ft acniiftl firftlTO ft ^iRlf ift ftl ^RTO TOT 
toP?t ft tPri ^ ^ aig^nr ^ ft i aw; ifm 
SS-'TO ^rfftfilTO TT Tnronf ^ dtrcrf^-r T^R 
TTO TT 4eir I 444^ wft ft % inftf T afR^ft^w^Rw4T 
Bin TO ^ife^i Hi'i-il4 ^i^win TOI -^141^14 ft # TO 

fftf^ fk Hi) ¥14 ftl 41 S2^94 ft^ ftTT Rft I TOI fe 
'TTfe^ fero ^ 4iMn'*HTl 'ft 4't)l4l UlftTro ft TPW ^ 

ftrar TO TOftfir to? ft tot fiz ^flTOi ^ jpnngoT 

TR 3rRftNR ^ fror wi: Tn«ft TT TITO ftt ^ 

TnTft:ftfifR4TFfft (3992) 4 33 

^inWfn ■ftftTife ^cr^rinftd fii^ ^pflnql 

g^F ftfelFIT ft?! feiTT affrr 411141 ’fe TFI fftgfftir Fif^^a 
Wrfe T fiRTO ^ ^ ^ TR T ^ ft Tft 

fti ift fefe 34JTR ’50'ft ^ ft fiRRW T>I ^Tfemr 
7F TRITI TnRWF.ft ft^ TR^fl ft ftn ft finTRfT Tfift ft 1 
TT WTITIR 'fr lITftf W iftft ftN TOtt i 

s, ftft i^r?T^s^-I tftgfeTW^ 

r^ii4i 5-6-93 ft inftf Tft Pi^Rm TTF ^ 1^ ’!fTT 1250 
TTft3lfirTT^ftH^TRTS1^ftt ITO7f4, 5T6ft3nftfiFt 
g=r: Tif ^^-1 ottr^^ 

^ ft I ^^-7 ^ fttfer R 66 ft fer^ ^rcr Tiftt ^ 
TTM T?l, ^ "ft "ftp TO ftffer ^ ft 

■piftf #4 3^TfTO ftcR T5T ftySR TOT ft | IRft 

TO-R ftt ’Sftt ft Tift ^541 ft I 

9+ ^14TB1 ft T? tT^Tp 1^ ^ i|4l^ 

^ ft¥i5^ Tfi 1 t 7^ ft ft firftr^ ^ tft 

240 ft afffTOT TTO T^hi TT ft, ftlTR ’Snufl 

Pgiir^d afRTftf fTOTO ^TO ft ^ 1^. Tfir TTif ftj 
ft^, ^ 3Tgn7 T?t ^ Tm ^n?n ft, t ftt firgfer ^ 
TR^ ft TffftrfiR^ ^-q-ii Tift ^ WT rW ft WTTO 
■5fRT^T?Rfe?nTTR^T^^p'WTOlft 1 ft 

iTfftf Tit TRR ^ ft fir^T^T affrfe t l^ti^n nl^r 
ftt Vfr cfT tft, ^ WTIT "47 Tft ^ ft I 
41+04 ^ TTRft ft ftt Tfftri Tft ftn TO ft SflfeT 
'if ^ ?ifim T^t firgfft^ fiRTRT ft trr ^ 

'R T ^ ft ifsn Fir^^o yrffef T fnl^4o ft^T^T T>t 
7r?ft ^ tS T]^ ftt, ftn th ^ 

+1111 I ^+oon TORR ^ ftl ^ ft HCT tsiifl ft I 


tfRri ^ TITTO : twi^i 20j SOOfi/TIR 29* 1930 
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22-8-94 ^ ^ ^ ^ 

^ HIHHI it| TTT*ff #■ ^ 

I 

25-’^ 3fTftrfwl ^ ^ SIT 

TT^' tro 25-"^ ^ TT^ ^ "STTW^ ’'TT 

^ W TlTn ^ J 34:11 UT^ ^ 

3fTftRiT0 ■=T^ ^ ^ ^ ^ %R 

'^TIT*iT ^ -gNR^ TTTTf. ^ 

AhT? 3RT|.#.TTt. ^irq^ %, t^T^Tl^ ^ ^ 

31--7 -94 ^ ^ ^ 25 -^ ^ 

Irljtl^Hl' ^ HFi^Hl ^ ^ Tf^ "=1^ 

^ I yrMf feff T^TT ^ (^1 TT ^wfr ^ 

K. ^^T^ 34R f^=f^ 19 TIT^, 2£K>8 ^ ^nWT 

TRl 3n ^ ^ 

twfl^RK I 

TfTfTTl 9^TT?T fir}, ^^TFTT'fl^ 
1^^. 20 iTTTRT. 2I10K 

W,3TT, 2639,—^^rarfR^ -STfUt^. 1947 

{ 1947 ^ I 4) ^ >JR1 I 7 ^ Tl' -41 ^VH 

4 ■^.■#.Rt.T^. fF. ^ miw artr 

c^ 44 .m!}' "i 3T^^J R f^-TK R 

34mtf^ I. ^ 

2nn994) v?4 wrfci ^R?fr ^ 

^ lira ^Jfir sn i 

[R. ■ 200! 2/12/93 iTlT f Ff-1) ] 

rf^tl "^^r^TR, -^'^'FTT 

NL^wlX-]lii.il>e2(>lh Aui;iisl. 2008 

S_0. 2639. In piirsd^iiKC of Si:ction l/oflln: 

IndiJt.^Lrml Dispiilcs At(. 1947 (14-of 1947), iln: Cuiti-.O 
Govt-rnmiinl liti\’by puhliilic^j tfic ^uvzird 
(Kef \o. 213 ■■■ 1994) (>f \] K Cc nl rj K i o\'iini n it* il 1 m 0 i I 
rrLliaiirtf-[.flh<.'Ljr ('Murt N^j. 1. Dliacib^d. i:io^v iii sIkhiti in 
\ fie A nTie.\ U3f e. i I ii du^;L rj llI (J i ^ p iste fjCTue c ii [ ht eim p I o v cr^ 
in l eliii ik>n lo 11le n kLKi ll^l>i nci^i o 1'M's EK "t.' 1. l_Kl. i^ii 1 11 fie Ir 
WLirkinfin, uliicfi leiiLrivcd by tl^e t'endrul f jo^enniieril 
on 20-l}B-:00S. 

(No.i.-2iXJl2l^9Mk|C.-0| 
S Si i : 111. A J A J A VVA S, D-j jik 0\ \ K e r 


AN^EXURE 

BiEFORE THE CENTK AE COVERNMEIVl 
INDljyrKIAL TRIBUNAL ^0.1 
DHAMIAD 

Prmnt: Shri H. M. SmgTi, Presiding OfTiccr, 

[n IhemaBer of an Industrial Dispute under Scctmn 
10(1(11) yfthcLD AcfJ947)L 

Reference !Nu. 213 uf 1994 

Parties : Employers in lelutiun to the management of 
Bhagabaisd Galliciy of M/s. BEG. [Ad and 
th?ir workman. 

appearances 

On behalf of the workiriiin . None 

On beha I f of t be emp I oy^: r s : N one 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal. 

Daled, Dhanbad. the Aiij^usl, 2008. 

AWAkl> 

The Government a I' India, Minimi ry- oP labour, in 
exercise of the powers Li^nE'jTLd on iheni under Section 
1 tJ{ I Kd)ofthe 1T3. Act, 1947 Ims rcEemotl the tbHowin^disinoto 
to this TribnnaE for adiudiLatiaii vide (heir {)rder 
No.L-20()l2/5)2.^3TKtf Mj-dLLicxl.ihe26(li Anjiusl, 1994. 

Sf JlKRM K 

'AV'hclhcr the iiiai^ov.eiiriLjnt isrilhagnbarid Colliery 
□fM./s. [Iharaf ^Asking f.'oal l.td.. is jusliUcd in run 
regularising S/Sfrrj JViloT^o Kniri. Kynicsli^viii' l^nin. 
Dalsingar Chjrnnc. SoJit. [biri/jn^ Poti Rani EiliaT, 
Santnsh Mahnio. Siahni:! Vadav. Mo(i Ram Snh. Sri 
Kam Cope, Maosho Gopc. I itkooCIniinnr iiidGopiil 
S'Ah on lime ruled Jol) ? ]f' not, to ^^■llat Tolief tlie 
workmen uce coliikd nC 

2. In (Ills case neiilici ibe eoiieei ried unikinLin noi- 
ihcir represeiiiaine jppeined be I me this Tribuntil. Sonc 
also appeurud on heliaJt or' I be in:in:i_e.ciinL:iii. 3i appearj^ 
lhu( Ke^d noiko and si ton eon’^e notices were ijisued lo 
both lIic side. But inspile the isMiancL i>i nfUiccs (liey 
failed to (om up before ibi-s I ribnnnl. As boih Ihc purlies 
Ilii led to turn u p be l'[>i e i h i s I n b on n 11 ns]i i i l- o f i -n so ii nee o I 
noiiees lo iheni a 'So di-^iujte' A^^wird p;iS‘^^:d lo ibi^ 
eiAsc presuming non-cvislcnce or'any illthi^n■iLLl disrinie 
heiwcon the parlies. 


Jl. M. SINGH. Enesidiii-OlliLLT 






'TRfl ^ TPm : 20.200^-''^ 29, 1930 
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3(TTCT,20O8 

OT, 2640,— 1947 
(1947 14 ) ^ 17 ^ "4 

2/55/2007} ^ Wfira ^ 

21-08-2008 ^Tirai^ «n i 

[^. I??!-1101Z'64/2007-3^T^3fTR('^it-n ] 
^ItIT srftR^Kt 

New Delhi, the 21 st Augu&t, 2008 

S.O. 2640 . —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Jnduslria] Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), the Centra] 
Government hereby publishes the award <Ref No. 2/55/ 
2007) of the Centra) Government Industrial THhuna]/ 
Labour Court, No. 2. Mumbai now as shown in the 
Antiexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers 
in re]ation$ to the managetnentof M/s. Air India Ltd., and 
their workman, which was received by the Centra] 
Government on 2I'08-200S, 

[No L^l 10l2*ty2007-IR(C4]] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS. Desk OITicer 
ANNEXDRE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
industrial tribunal NO.2, MUMRAl 

PRESENT: A. A. Lad, Presiding Officer 

Rcrcrence No,CGIT-2/S5of2007 

Employer? in Relation to the Managerpent of A JR India 
Limited 

(Now: Natrona] Aviation Co. India Ltd ) 

The Chairman & Managing Director 
National Aviation Co. India Ltd. 

Air India Building 
Nariman Point 
MtimbaHl0002L 

AND 

Their Workmen 
ShriG.T Vhatk^ 

Room No. 5, Manuseth Chawl 
Dharavi Kolivrada 
Holi Maidan, Dharavi 
Mtrnibai-dOOO]?. 

APPEARANCES 

For the employer : Mr. L.L. D^Souza, Repiresetitative 
For the workmen : In person 

Mumbai, dated 7ih July, 2(K)G. 


AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its 
OnfcfNo.L-l IO[2/64y20074R(CM-l))dated 25-10-2007 in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have been referred the 
following dispute to this tribunal for adjudication: 

“Whether ihe action of the managcmeni of Air India 
Ltd., Mumbai in removing Sh. G.T. Vhatkar, Security 
Assistant-IIL from the service w.c.f 5-8-2001 is 
justified and legaP If not, to what relief is the 
concerned w^orkman entitled 

2, In repsonse to the notice sent to second party, 
after receipt of ref^ence, by Ek- 3 and then by ES'IO he 
submits that, he has not challenged the removal of his 
service or termination while approaching lo Hcgional 
Labour Commissioner (C), Mumbai with application dated 
l4'3-2007. According to him, by said application he rai.scd 
dispute about payment of arrears and not raised dispute 
regarding termination dated 3-8-2001 which isTtfemed in 
the schedule of the reference. According to him, he has no 
problem with termination as he dtd not challenge il by 
approaching Regional Labour Commissioner (C), Mumbai. 
So he prayed to dispose ofthe reference accordingly. 

5. JnviewofEx-3 & Ex-10, reference is disposed of 
Hence the order: 

Order 

In view Ex-3 & Ex-10, reference is disposed of. 
Dated 7-7-200S. A.A LAD, PresidingOlTieer 

Efl-3 

Shri.G.T. Vhatkar 

Room Np.5^ ManushpthChawl, 

Dhamvi Holi Maidan, 

Dharavi + Mumbai 400 017 

Date: 12-11-2007 
To, 

The Presiding Officer, 

Cent. Govt. Industrial Tribunal- 
Cum-Labour Courl.No 2^ 

2nd Floor, Shram Raksha Bhavan, 

Shivshrushti Road, 

Opp. Priyadarshini, 

Off Eastern Express Highway, 

Sioti, Mumbai 400022 

Sub.: O(iderdtd.25-l0-2007bearingNo L- ll(>l2/b4/20^^^ 
IR [CM-I) of Government Of India/ llhar^i S^rkar 
M i n istry of Labour/ Shram Mantralaya. New Jifeihi 

Respected Sir, 

1 am in receipt of the above referred order of the 
Central Govt, referring the dbputc for adjudication to 
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CnG-ITr-Cum-Labciijr Court, Munnbai No. 2, undtir ctause 
P") ofSub-5CctiorL{l} and Aut^section (2A>or Section JO 
of the ID. Act, ] 947 (14 of! 947). 

First of all I wantro point out to you that this is Ji-uud 
with the Central Govt, played by Mr. Hem ant Kumar of A ir 
India l.tdr with the hand in gloves with the Assn. Labour 
Commissloner CetUral Mumbai Mt. Ganpati Bhatt. 

[n fact I had inade an application dt. 14-03-200? to 
ihe Regional ]_abour Commissioner (Central) Mumbai for 
taking action against the Management of Air Fndia Ltd. for 
following unfair labour practice. EJ^r ’’A'" is the copy of the 
said Letter dtd- 14-3-2007. In order to suppress my said 
application did. 14-0]-2007 under the rffth Schedule 
Managemonr of Afr India Ltd. itself raised ihc dispute and 
the said Dispute was referred by Assistant f.abour 
CominissiouLn- (Central). Mumbiii lo the Central Government. 
Fqr whose benefit is the dispute raised? Management is 
ndl spending money from rheir pocket. They aru 
unnecessarily tiiilijcing the Public Money. They are gelt in g 
their regular salaries and benefits. \ am without any earning 
for the last six to seven years becau.qe of which myself and 
my family suffered miserably. Management of Air India 
l2d. !S in the habif of filing frivolous proceedings and 
wasting the pub I ic money. They are a I so geti ing c\ im n^oiiey 
for altending the Court matters. 

Management of Air India [ .td. has spent imge pubi iu 
money for approval appltcaiion u.s-32 (2Xb) of the i .D. .Act 
which came oul to be a tion est.=' siirruetuous, Managcmcnl 
ofAir India Ltd. has never spent money from their pocket^; 
but utilized public money. Whereas [ had to spem moncy 
for paper work, appi>i))ting Advocate and tor ailendliig tfic 
Court Matters al Ihe point of time when I had no ca^^lirtg^ 
Approval application was never waiTritued because my so 
called removal from .service wui on the bafiis of absenteeism 
wh ich never had any nexus wi ih k eferc ncc N 'I B -1 of ! 990 
because Reference NTD -I oi' 1990 iii regarding tlic 
Structures of certain caietories of workitian with which I 
am-nol related at all. On 6-9-2004 NIT Mumba) declared 
that Air India Ltd. ought not lohavebiicn party in Ref. So. 
NTG-I of \ 990. This fad suppressed by Air India Ltd. 
and also by Mrs. Avsare Sceretary of Court No.l NIT 
Mumbai and after two Years Air Ijidia ind. madi! appliciitjon 
for declaring the approval Applicalion to be iniVuctuous 
arid non esr, 

» 

Kven after Jlling of this application Air India Lid. 
made false slatemont before the Coiiri that the issue uhether 
Air India Lid. is a pai1y to ihc Ref, No. NTI3 -1 tjf 1990 ii 
pending before the Hon. High Court beciausLMliey wanted 
TO just go on prolonjiin^ the matters in Approval 
Application, At whose co.st^ This was all by utilizing and 
wasting the Fublic Money. 

[ have never been served with the punishmcni order 
as per ihe certified standing order which I could challenge 
before Appellate Authority of ihe Company 


Ik-vvi 1[ -Sm .3{ii^| 


1 had made application bel'oteibe Region al l.iibour 
Commission for taking against ilie ManuuemciH or A ir Indi j 
Ltd. For following Unfair Labour Fniettcc. ! never mised 
any dispute before ihe LabiUJi- Commissioner Asstt. 
[.labour Commissioner Mr. Goiiputi Bhaii has ftivoured 
Company by making dispute ReJ'cKmcL- of Ihc Ceniral 
Govcmmeiu dearly show-^ tbul the poinls there in are lube 
proved by the Company. Compaiw wants lo unnecessarily 
dragon the matler bteaust; ilww eun mili/e public money 
for fill LUg up the ir pockets. BcsiJt;s ‘^ulaiy they ^dre gening 
extra money for attending ilic f.oiiri. 

Company had tilled ap[iroval cipplitalion u s. j3 [2] 
(b) ofthe industrial Dispulc Aci 1947. wiihout iheir being 
hTHv Industrial Dispute or any fKind.Liinn, Ifihc Coinpaiis 
wants me now u> eonrcsi ihe RlTl-evtili; who is going to 
pay my lo^se.s of all these 7 yeat-^'.^ 

] am deemed m be t1r in ^ci Glu bucause Approcjjl 
Applicaiion filled by the Conipjju nre iitriucluoLis non 
esi. I have not been served witli nn\ di>[l■|^s.^a[ order or 
[eiTiundtiou order. 

In ihe eircumslanccs it is ptLived lluti ihe above 
relcrred Reference be sent back in ibe Central Gom, tor 
saving Public Money as Air Indio I .id. ih a Govt, of IndiuN 
undertaking. If my Mirvices are not reNored b\ .Air Jiidia 
Lid. or National Aviation Company of IndiLi l.id. iih it ii 
nou= called, wiihin 7 day<; 1 will be compelled to pTosved 
against Union of India the Geiural CowniincnL Rceinrial 
[.abour CoiTiinissioner ( Central j . VInmhLii, Naiional 
[ndustrjal Tribunal, Mumbai Cot 111 No !. CLG.l.i, Mumbai 
Couit N0r2, and Air India I td. l’'clViic ilic Flmi blc Fliefci 
Court, Mumbai in voking Anic. Ic Tb ol iltc Consi ittiitim uf 
India, for restoring my services 

VnLii> [\ i\\y 

(SFJRIG T. VII.A tK.MG 
\:\u \u. Ill 

RF.PORC niL CLMRAI <;( 

INOUSTKIAL TRIBUNAL NO .2 A [ MUMBAI 

Rcfereiiie N<X CCil 1 2 55 nf2()n? 

limplnyers in Kclatiun to the M.iiviucmfOE oi Air India 
[.iuiikd 

(Now: National Asiivion ■C ivJruiiLi i.id f 
.ANU 

Their U'oi knic;i 

MAY IT PI.FASR RE YOl^K UONol k 

i,G.T. Vhuikar(Woii:nuuii mu^L lespertltilK 4Li^e^ 
and submit as under us : 

I am in receipt of (he jhohc i cIerrL'Li ordvi of ihr 
Central Government reJen in^ di>pute Joi adiudirution eu 




3(u)l 


sftnPTi20,ai008rRn! 29, iwo 
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CGIT Labour Court No. 2 , MiimbBi, under cbiise (2) of 
Section (1) and aub^ecdon (2A) of Section 10 of the I.D 
Act l947(14ori947X 

Fbat of all 1 want to point out to you that this is fraud 
with the Centra) Govemnientplt^by Mr. HenaiitKiiitiiir 
of Air India Lid. Witti the hand in gloves with the Asst. 
Labom Cn mniiaaifl i wr (Central) Muffilbait Mr. Ganpati BhatL 

1 hadinndf applic at ion dtd. 14-3-2007to the Regional 
Labour Commissioner (Central) regarding payment of 
arrears. In the said application 1 never raised pit issue 
ngaidingniy removal fiuni services or tenninatioii Ex. “A** 
is the copy of application <&M-3-2007. 

By my letter did- 28>06>2007 to the Asst. Labour 
Commissioner (Central) Mumbai, I infomned that I had 
withdrawn complaint against Air India Ltd. Ext “B” is the 
copy of the letter dtd, 28-6-2007 to Asst. Labour 
Commissioner { Central) Mumbai with drawing my 
complaint against Air India Ltd. 

Management of Air India Ltd. has spent huge public 
money for approval application U/s 32(2)^) ofthe ID Act, 
whicb-came out to be a nonest/infnictuoiis . 

I had made application before the Regional labour 
commissioner for non payment of wages and other 
allowance as per awwd dated 31 -8-2008 passed by CGIT-2 
Mumbai St Arrears 1 never raised any dilute before the 
Labour Connnissknier regarding my. removal bora services 
or iccmination. Asst. Labour Commissioner Nb:. Ganpati 
Bhatt has favoured company by makirtg dispute Teference 
of the Central Govenrment cleaity shows that the points 
therein are to be proved by the company. 

Company had filed approval application U/s 33(2) 
(b) ofthe Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 without their being 
any industrial dispute or any foundation. If the company 
wants me now to contest the reference who is going to pay 
my losses of ail these 7 years? 

I am deemed fit in services because approval 
application Hied by the Company are infructuous / nonest. 

I ,nevei- raise dispute regarding my removal from 
service or termination. My application dtd. 14-3-200? is 
only regarding the Arrears (Payment of Arrears), 

By my letter dated 2l<5'2008 and 3 June, 2008to the 
Secretary, Ministry of Labour and Employment, 
Governmant of India, Shram Mantiyalay, New Delhi, I 
informed to withdrawn reTerence order. (Order dated 25-10- 
2007 bearing No. H 1012/64/2007 IR.(CM -1) Ext. 'C" is 
the copy ofthe letter dated 21 -5-2008 and 3-6-2Q0B. 

In the circumstance it is prayed tharthe above reiemed 
Reference be sent back to the Central Government. 

Kindly please allow to withdraw this Reference. 
Date; 7-7-2008 Yours truly. 

Place; Mumbai O.T. VHATKAR 

(Workman) 


’rftW, 2i 3nrat,200s 

’9il. 3ir. 2641 ,—91 fit Pi *1*1, 1947 
(1947 14) ^ VRl 17 ^ atjPOT H 

"A; ftl. ^ ^ PieAfliniV 

Tfr dbg aiWrtw ^ 

^409 +114*11 -4I4IW4, ^ 

W (-SM df. 233/2006 ^ traiftRT tlTOft df 

dwnrgit 2 !-os- 20 oa TiMfw i 

T^?t-30012/6S/98-3n^anT(lft-1) ] 
IfWI dWd, Krfiraift 

Delhif the 21st August, 200ft 

S.O^ 2641 v— In piir5ii«rLce of Section ,L7 of the 
Industrial Dispules Act, 1947[I4 of 1947), the Central 
Govettunent hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 233/ 
2006) of the Central, Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Cour^tfiakukam now shown in the Atinexure^ 
in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. Kochi Kefrneries Ud-> and 
their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 21-08-100S, 

pSfo. 1^30012^68^8*111(01)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS. Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN 'mECENTKAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TMBUNALpCUiVHABOURCn^ EBNAKULAM 

Present: SlirLF^L.Norbert» BvA-, LLR, 
PrE^iiij^ Offieer 

(Wednesday the Nth day of May, 2008/ 

24th Valsakha 1930) 

LD. 233/2006 

(I.D. 31/1999 of Labour Courts Ernnkubni) 

UniDn : The General Secretary, 

Kochi Refineries Employees 
Association, Ambaiamughaf 
Emakulam District. 

By Adv. Sri. C.S. Ajith Prakash. 

Managenient ^ The General MauagerfKRML 
Kochi Refineries Ltd., 

Ambalamughak Emakulam District. 

By Adv. M/s.Menon and Pai. 

This case coming up fbr hearing on ] 3-5-2008, ihis 
Tribunal^cum-Labour Court on 14-5-200S passed the 
following. 
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AWARD 

Thi$ is a reference made under Section 10( 1 )(d) of 
Industrial Disputes Act. The reference is:— 

'"Whether the denial of promotion of Sh, M.P. Raju 

fbm Genera! Workman Grade-El toCmflsman Trainee 

Gt,'[V by CRL Management Isju^rtHed? If not. what 

relief the workman is entitled to?" 

2. Facts of the case in brief are as follows:— 
Shri. M.P. Raju was in service of Kochi Refineries [imitedH 
Ambalamtighal as general workman Grpdc-Ml. Hi?; grievance 
is that he was denied promotion to Gr.-tV Craftsman Irainec 
by the mar agem ent i n 3 . According to th t tin ion, w h Sch 
has espoused the cause of the workman, in the selection 
process for promotion, the workman was sidelined and 
several others junior to him were promoted. The workman 
had satisfied all the requirements for promotion. The 
promotion committee had not properly tvoluale^i the 
perfcrTTiance, conduct, seniority and regular attendance of 
I he workman. Mo written test was conducted as required in 
the promotion policy. He is cniiticd for promoiion w.e. E' 
1996. 

3. According to the management any alteratiori in 
the seniority list will affect the already promoicd cn:ip1oyccs. 
Without hearijig them no order can be passed, w-hiLli w tuild 
^t> against them, [hey are necessary parties Eor 
adjudicating such an iis&ue. There is promotion policy winch 
prescribes that for selection of candidates for prOLiioiiao. 
several factors like senioriry, qualification, ex peri coco, 
knowledge or [he new Job. health, atrendanee eic. arc lo he 
taken into accounr. The w-orkman was no[ found siiii^ible 
for prom ot i on by the pt om ot i on comm it<ee, Tl i c prod lol io n 
po licy dated j I -1 - [ 97 j was form u I ated by t lie m 'dn.ijxc in cm 
(hrough conci lial ion and soulcrncjit. On 19^6 a inuiuc 
was published in (he company inviiirig appliciidojiN LVoio 
workmen to fill up 20 poiits ol 'Cral'tsinL^ri Trainee" in [iie 
Mflinlenancc DcparlmeiU. Pennaneni workmen in Grade-El 
and 111 were eligible lo apply for the post. Gul of ihe 
caitdidates nppEied 95 were found eligible Lind ihcv wcie 
called for an in Lerview. Comraiiiee tbund M eandiJLnei 
suitable tiorpronioEion and [heir names wore recommended 
However the work man was not selected, [lux laler he 
qualified for selection and \\i\s pron:mted as CiLidirnLLii 
Trainee w.e.f 1-9-1999. ficnee the dispute is inrrLicEiJtous. 

4. In the light of the above contentions the only 
point that arii^ts for consideraijon is:— 

' ^ Whether the den i a1 of prom ot i o n to the w'orkm a ii in 

1996 is legal and justified?'' 

The evidence consists of docuiTiems Lxtii.M I and 
M2 alone. 

5. 'I'he Point: In 1996 wlieiuhe management inviied 
applicabons for soke non to Oie post ot Gr.-3V Crmtsniiin 


[Pakt II ■ Sec. ?(ii)| 


Traijifictht workman was Gr.-lIT general workman. He had 
npphed for selection. Ext.M I is notice of job vacancy of 20 
posts of Craftsman Trainee in <he Maintenance Deparmicnt. 
The quail beat Ion and procedure for selection are menlioncd 
in the notice. Gr.-llaitd Gr.-lll gentm! workmen were eligible 
to apply for seleetion to the post. The selection had to be 
bajed on t«l and/or interview. Kxt.M2 is the interview 
result. As per the promotion pol icy nmde meniion in wrilien 
Statement 7 factors have <o be looked into by a promotion 
committee. Those factors arc.noted in Ext. M2 interview 
result. They are 5 eni<>rity, qualification and experience, 
knowledge of the new job. poLential to move up, rev ie wot' 
latest appraisal form, comniunicalionn and health-' 
attendanc^r SrirM-P. Raju scored 44 points in the interview 
and he was 25tb In rank.'[ houjih there wert; 2D vacancies 
the promotion committee found only 14 candidalc.s :^uMable 
for selection. Assuining Lliat 20 i;LindLdates were selected 
to fill up all the 20 vacancies even then the workman was 
ranked 25th and hence he ^vuiild not have got a chance for 
promotion in 19%, The union hns not been able to point 
out whal, if any, was the I practice done by the prom ol ion 
comn^ittee to disqualify Lhc workman for selection. T'he 
union dthcs not say on wtiLit count marks were reduced 
purposely. No motive is also Lillcgcd for vicrimising ihc 
workman. There is nolhitig (o show ihat the workman was 
discriminated or victimised by the promotion committee. 
The selection is properly made and 3 find no ille^fcily in ihe 
process of selection. The management has mentioned in 
para 16 of the written staTement that the workman wan 
promoted subsequently as C"raf[smar Trainee in ihe next 
iseleetion w.e.f. 1-9-1999 in the Maintenance Departineni 
(order produced on I ^-95-20DS). Again he was pr-omoted 
as Mechanic Craftsman w-.e.f. 1-6-2007 (Girderproduced mt 
I 3-5-2008). 'I'hese order:^ w ere piiiduced after the arguments 
were completed. Howvvlt ihu tmion admits the prom ot inn 
gi ven to [ he workmafi i ri ) 99 an d 20 07. D lU as po i nted ou i 
earl ier he was rtot e li g i b I e fn r p nomoi io n in 199b. 

In the result, an awnrd is passed finding! thiU (he 
action of the myiugcmeiu in denying promotion to ihe 
workman Sri. M.P. Rain [o^jiaJe- IV Craftsman Trainee in 
1996.. is legal and justified and hf \'i not enOfied for any 
relief. 

The award will come irjLn I'orce one moiuli lilicr iis 
publication in the OtTicial CiLi/c[[i:. 

Dictated lo the Pcrsonul .Asstslank transcribed and 
typed by her, currctlcd and passed by im: ori this tlic 
14th day ofMay^ 200£. 

IM.. XORIil iRT, Presiding OH icer 

.Appindix 

Exhibits for the Mannf^cmciu 

Ml No[ieeoE'Job\at::uic) da[cd 5-J^-1996. 

M2 Interview re-.LiJl. 
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^ ^ Pf'^RiT 

^44)1^^ ^ ^ ’^f ^^4 

^¥?T45R 3rtoTT®V^ 4H;*||WK ^iwz 

(ti*i'( ^ 232/2C06) M^ffiiTi ^ tii^R 

^ 21-08-2008 TStlRf^affT «1T I 

^ ^ 3i5w^Ti} 

New Delhit the 21 st Augiist 2008 

S.O. 2642. —In pursuance 0 ^ Section 17 df tbe 
Itidustrid Disputes Act* 1947(14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. Ko^ 232/ 
2006) of the Centra] Oovermnent industrial TriburuLl/ 
Labour Court* Emakuto now as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial dbpute between the emptoyiHs b relation 
to the management of M/s. Kouchi Refmeries Ltd^, and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government Oft 21-D8-200G. 

[No. Lr30t)t2/4Ci/9S-]R(C-t)) 
SNEHLATAjAWAS.Desk Officer 

ANNEXtJRE 

INTHECENTRALGOVER^rMENTl^ 
TRTBIJNA1X1M4.ABOURCOURT* ERNAfOTLAM 

Present: SlirL P,L. Norbert^ Bl A., LL^B^ 
Presiding Officer 

(Wednesday the 14th day of May 2(K)8/ 

24th Vabakhal930} 

].I>. 232/2006 

(LIX 30/L 999 of Labour Court* Eritakulant) 

Union : The General Secretary, 

Kochi Refineries Employees 
Association, AmbalamughalH 
Emakulatn District. 

By Adv. Sti C S. Ajkh Prakash. 

M anagem^nt : The Genera I Manager (H RMk 

Kochi Refineries Ltd., 

Ambalamugha]^ Emakniam District. 

By Adv, M/s, Menon & Pai. 

This case coming up for hearing on ]3'5-200 Bt this 
Tri bun a i-cum-Labour Court on 14-5-2008 passed the 
ibDowIng- 

AWARD 

This is a reference made under Section ]0(l)(d) of 
tndustrial Disputes Act, The reference is: 


^Whethar tlie action of the Management of Cochin 
Refinery in denying promotion to Sh. K.V, Paulose 
WwkniBn Gr. Itl to Gr, 1V Craftsman Trainee* while 
hbjumor^ Juve been promoted is fair, justtfed and 
Legal? IfiHrt* what relief the workman is entitled and 
from what dotef ^ 

2. Facts of the case in brief are as follows ;— 
Shri ICV. PauloH was worionanGrade^tEI in Kochi Refineries 
Linttted, Ambaiamughal from 1987 onwards. Dispute 
regafding his promotion h raised by his union by this 
reference. Hla gnevance ts that he was denied promodon 
ftom Or 1[] to Gr [V Craftsman Trainee without any reason 
white his juniors were proinotod. He was ftilly qualified for 
promoticfl in 1994+ The promotion committee did not 
properly evaluate (he pcrformaifiee, conduct of the 
woricnan, his seniority, punctuality etc. Though the 
promotion policy prescribes a test for selection, no such 
test was conducted by the management. Selection for 
promotJon was made on the basis of interview. This is 
improper as the manag^nent can give promotion to persons 
of their choice. 

3^ According in (he management the service 
conditions of workman Ir the company aro decided as per 
the standing orders and settlemcnCB entered Into between 
management and unions. The rnanagement Jn consultation 
with unions introduced proiriotion policy on 31 -7-1973. As 
par (ho promotion policy a promotion committee is bound 
to assess the suitability of candidates^ The factory such as 
sentofity, qualification, experience required for the job, 
knowledge of the aewjob, potential to move up* review of 
lastest appraisal, communication and hcalth/attendancc etc, 
are taken fnk> consideration by the promotion cornmittee 
Tlie workman in (he present cose was not fnund suitable 
for prcfnotion as there were more suitable and meritorious 
candidates Out of the 57 appficants only 10 were found 
suitable for promotion- The workman was not a person 
amon^the successful 10 candidate$^ The promotion policy 
does not prescribe a written test for selection. Lnterview is 
sufficient. However the workman did not score marks as 
much as the lO successful candidates who secured high 
marks. Hence the workman could not be promoted in 1994. 
However he was promoled to Gr. IV on 1 -2-1998. ITicrefore 
the dispute has become infructuous. 

4 In the light of the above contentions the only 
point that arises for consideration is: 

Whether the denial of promotion in 1994 is illegal 
and in violation of promotion policy. 

The evidence consists of documents Exts.M I toMj 

alone. 

5. The Point:— The grievance of Sri K.V. Paulose^ 
General Workman Grade-Hl ij that he was given pnomotitwi 
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to Grade'IV Cratisman '['raiiiee in 1994 selection. Ht fiad 
Joined service as General ^'orVtnan Grade-1 T in I9S'? 
was promoted as Grade-Ill laler There «;as a selection by 
the pronfiodon coTVmtiitee in 1994. The workman Sri Pijiilosc 
nas an applicant for pronnotion. Est.M I is a notice ot job 
vacancy inviiing apnlications from employees in [he 
company for filling up 10 posts of Craftsman Trainees in 
the M^iittenanec SJcpartrnem. The notice specines [be 
qualification for pioniotion. It is [nentioned that the scleuTiou 
will be based on test atid-or interview. Ext. NT3 is promotion 
policy dated 1-2-1973, According to the procedure for 
filling up vacancies, clause 4 says that cite promolion 
committee w-ill perform further screening and tboL;e 
candidates considered suitable lihall betestcd.dnterviewed. 
The candidates will be assessed with reference to 7 !a<-tor> 
i.e. senioriiy, qualification and e}«pcrienc£H knowlcd|^e of 
thenewjob,potcmia] lo move ups review of latest appraised 
form, communication, and health'iitteridance and marks are 
provided on every factor, f-xi M2 is the result ofinterview 
for selection to the post of Craftsman Trainee. The in inks 
scared by each candidate in respect of the 7 factors arc 
noted in Ext. M2. The workman Sri K.V. PauUjse, IJcidgc 
hJo, 1659 scored total points of49.5 in the imerview. Out nf 
the candidates appeared for inlmiew49 perj^on-s icfcuivd 
more than 50 poinis. Oui ofthem 10 persons who scored 
high marks were ieleeted. 1'hc workman was not oi^e o\' 
them. Kence he not considered as a iuccessfui 
candidate for prantotion in 3994, 

6 . Tiic tin ion was not abl e to poin t out w ]\i ch o f the 
factors was not properly considered by the promoison 
committee or how the marks were reduced or iht w orkman 
was discriminated. The union does not allege any prejudice 
on the part of promotion comm itiee ornrolive to victiinssu 
the workman. The contention that a written test shouid 
have been conducted by the promolion committci; for 
selection duos not carry conviction. The promotion policy 
Exr.M3 Clause 4 (page-2) only says that a testmuerv lew 
will be conducted. It mertus that the promotion commiitee 
was free to conduct either test or interview. Therelbrc a 
written test was not mandatory. The cominittee was given 
freedom lo evaluate the suitability of a candidate by 
awarding marks on 7 factors already made mention. Thus 
the chance of arbitrariness is minimised. Even oihcrwlqc 
the union has not pointed out what is tl^e arbitrariness or 
discrimination shown'to the workman by ihe pramotiun 
commitijce. Hence the denial of promotion in 1994 i.s in no 
way illegal or arbitiary. He was subsequently ptnmoted. 
The managemenl lias produced the promotion orders ^iven 
to SH Paalose in 1998 as Grade [V Craftsman Trainee and 
2003 as Grade V Mechanic Craftsman. 'The orders of 
promotion were produced after completion of argumeni. 


However^ the union docs iioi dispute the promotion ^tvets 
subsequently. 1 find iiothiriu wrem^ in lhe gesture of 
management in not selecting the workman fnrpromnliuti in 
1994 

In the result, an oxford iq piisscd liridm^ that the 
action of the managemcni in denying pronioimn to the 
w'orkman Srt K.V, Paulose u - Gr. IV Gral'i^man Trainee in 
1994 legal and justified .md he not entitled for am 
relief. 

The award will eomc inio foTuc one momh ui'icr its 
publication in the of!idol liu/c-lc. 

Dictated to the Personul Assistant. ii-jnscribcJ and 
typed by her.^ corrected and pLis.sod b^ me on thi^i tiic I4ili 
day of May, 200S. 

r ].. SOUI^ldM. Presidin^OlTii.LT 
jVfipciidir 

Exhibits for the Manugcmciit 

Ml — In otice of Job’= acncy dmcd 2E-4-S994. 

M2 — Result ofhitciic\^ ofdilTcrcnt workers foriiic 
purpose of iHe'eeiion to ibe post of Craftsman 
Trainee. 

M3 —■ Promotion doted j I ’7-1973. 

^ ::: ^ciok 

^,3ITT. 2643.—!9^" ''lO^? 
^ 14) ^ fm 17 ^ TTF. 

TTt. Tfl. f^. ^ ^ ^ 

3rf>T^rFT/iSR - ^ h^ l v*’^ ' 7^.d ^ TT^ 

29; 1991) ^ V^^'lfyid tr. ^l4iK ^ 

^ ^ I 

[R rr^-2t!912v3V90-3flr^3qR(#-! j J 

"Ro ^^Rl I 

N ew- Dd! 1L/ fi22 J id A 2008 

S.O. 2643.—In pursuance of Section 17 oT ihc 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( M of 1947). the CcnUal 
Government hereby publi-^licih tiic Award (Ref No. 29 1091) 
of the Central Governnieiit lndusti iL^I Tribunal ktibouT 
Court, Mo. 1, Dhanbad jj; iiliowri in the Annex ure, in [he 
Industrial Dispute between ihcmariay^enKnt o1' S. R. C. C. 
Ltd. and their workmuii. received by the Ccnirul 
Oovenuneiiton 22'2-20GS. 

I No L-20017:m-90-lR(C-ll| 
SM:I1 LATA.IAWAS. Desk officer 
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ANNEXliRE 

BCmR£ THECEfViKAL OOV£^ 
INDUSTRLVLTRlBUNALNa I, 

DHANBAD 

Inttic madierof a reftir<tic« Under Sec. 10(1X<^X^A) of 
rndtificrial Disputes Act, 1 947 

Reference 29 of ] 991 

PARTIES; Employers in illation to the management of 
Basudeopor CoJticry of M/s, B. C. C Ltd. 

And 

Their Workmen. 

PRESENT: Shri H. M. Singh, 

Presiding Officer, 

APPEARANCES ; 

For the Employers ^ Shri R Nath, Advocate 
For the Workmen : Shri RrN. Gangulyp Advocateh 
State ; Jharkhand- Industry: Coal. 

Dated, the 1 tth August, 200S 

AWARa 

By Order No, L-20012/3 3 3/90-1 RfCoaM) dated 
11-4-91 the Government of India in the Ministry of Labour, 
haSn in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section {t) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1 947, reftrred the following dispute 
fbr adjudication to this Tribunal ^ 

“Whether Sri Fulejhwar Vadav, Sri Triveni Yadav\ 
Dinanatb Prasad, Ram Lagan Paswan and Ramdeo Praiad 
can be deemed as employee of the managemenL of 
Basudeopur ColUety of M/s. B. C. C. L. and whether the 
demand that these persons being regularised in the service 
of the said management is Justified? If to what reliefare 
thesO persons entitled to?" 

2. As per written statement of the workmen it has 
been stated that they have been employed as stone cutters 
at Baiudeopur col I ieiy during the period from 1983 to 1986 
and they wore paid by the management through the 
contractor, Ramyas Upadhyaya and when they lodged 
oompLeint regarding less payment by the Contractor they 
were stopped from work and the matter was reported to the 
A.L.C. (C) and L.E.O. It has been stated that they have 
worked in the mine under the supervision of the Mining 
Sirdar and Overman who were appointed by the 
managetnent. They worked with the implements supplied 
by the rrmnagem^t and they worked for the benefit of the 
managemenL It has also been mentioned that the 
management replied to the demand of the union to the 
A.L.C. (C) for regularisation and ftt payment as per 
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J-B.C.CJ /N ChW.a. managCTinenr subiniited thy( the 
workmen never worked in the prohibited h lias 

also baen contended on behalf of the rnanagerncm that ihc 
contractor under whom they were ennpioycd was awarded 
oca$ionaliy contract for non-prahtbiced types of Job. its 
Such^ there Is no merit in the workmen's demand. U han also 
been submitted on behalf of the workmen that ['turn T: 
register his not beer produced by the mana^cmciii and 
iimply produced a chart dated I ?-10-SS and 5' I -89 under 
the signature of the Agents Basudeopur Col licry, in which 
the aFendance given in respect of these workers differed^ 
Tlkese two charts were marked Ext. 'A' and 'B' and the inatter 
was also enquired into by the L E O.. Katrasgarh on 30-9- 
89 by issuing a fonna) regi^icrcd notice dated I3-9-S9 t<^ 
Agent, contractor and The concerned union about hr*; 
inspection on 30-9-89 at 9 ArM, when he would inspect the 
record of Ramyash Lfpadhyaya. Contracior in rcjipccL of 
thcic workers. The regislered nolice of the L.E.O. b marked 
Ext.'C'. The L.E.O. submitted the report to the A.iX.{C:) 
and regarding work done by the w-'orkers Sri Chakrfibnny. 
Ovemian Incharge and Sri Moor Mohammad, Mining Sirdar 
issued certificated in writing that the concerned w-orkmen 
were working as sUme cutter under Sri Ramyasli Upadhyaya 
in drifting work through stone, which is marked i-Ai. 'D' Tlic 
Govermeht of India, Ministry of Labour in their Noiificatkm 
under Sec. 10 of the contract Labour (Regulation & 
AboitLlon) Act, 1970 prohibited the employment of contract 
labour in the work of stone cutting. The management has 
taken the job of stone cuUing in which the concerned 
workmen have worked which L prohibilcd under See. 10 □!' 
C-L.R,A. A^, 1970. [n the year 1986 the inanagemcnl 
appointed Bancrjcc Committee to recommend ways and 
means to promote the batterment of the G.C C L and ihis 
Committee recommended that the B.C.C-L. should have 
5000 Badliminer/loadccto fill up the vacancies of miner.' 

] oader caused due to heavy ^sentee'ism. The manageint-nt 
discussed the matter in consultative coitiirLiUcc meeting 
held on 26-^86 in which it was decided iltai ihc decn^nd for 
additional budli miner/loader should be met amongst other 
by regularising contract workers who have worked ht 
prohibited category for 190 days in a calendar year during 
the period fti&m 1983, 1984. 1985 and 198fi. This policy wan 
cirulowd by the D.P. in his leiierNo. D(PVP5/fi6i/2649^9(l 1) 
dated 8/9*5*86 addressed to all General Managers, which is 
marked Ext. ^E'. These workmen were entitled for 
regularisElion but since the management did not co-operate 
and did itot even produce the Form 'C register under the 
false pretext of office shifting thereby the records were 
misplaced, FI is evident from Ext. W*4. So, They prayed that 
they may be- regularised and be asked to pay them wages 
with restopepcivc effect. 

3, The management has filed written .statement Elating 
that the reference is not maintainable. ITiere is no cmpl<iyer- 
employee^latiopship between the persons named in the 
reference and the employers. The concerned personji me 
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not workmen orBa^udtopur collieiy They are 
There can be nn inJustrial dispute between these persons 
and the employers in relation to Basudeopur coJhery of 
M Si. B C C Ltd. These persons are the contractor^ 
workmen and under contract Labour (Regulotioti &i 
Abolition) Act. 1 ^70 any dispute with respect to contractor's 
workman can bo resolved under [he C.L, (Rj&A) Act aud 
not under Inclustriul Dbputes Act. The order of refereone 
Lis bed I'or non-pinder and mis-joindcr of parties US the 
cuntracUjr under whom they alleged to have worVeed have 
not been made parties lo the dispute. \t has also been 
stated that the workmen have worked with the conti actor, 
Ramyas Upadhyay, who was employed to catry out certain 
w'ojltofnon'pi'okibitedcaicgioiry-', like, line packing, Cl. M-S. 
pipe ciinyiii^ and joining etc. As the contractor, Ramyas 
l.ipadhaya, was not allotted any prohibited category- of 
job, so the quesdoii of taking work of prohibited category 
(hrni these portions could not arise ai all. Ft has also been 
mentioned iha; i]>ese persons liardiy vt-orked for ] 0^45 days 
in d VM in nnu'jjrohibiTed item of work under the contractor, 
Ramyas UpaJhyay. 

4. Rcjihrider has been filed by the employers stating 
same-Lhin^ wtiJcii has been staled in the writien sunemeni. 
The workmen"also filed rejoinder stating samcthinig which 
has been sttised in their written statement. They have also 
filed a judgement of the ilosfble Supreme Couit in Special 
Leavy Petition No 741 of 1 in w-hjeh five worktnen have 
been foucid to be I'e^.ularised by the Hon'ble Supreme Court. 

5. Tlie management has produced MW-i- N.K, 
Shntmo, MW-2-.E. MiniL^snd also filed paper, Hal. M-l. 

The ^^■a^kLneo have produced WW-I- Eli lush war 
Yadav. WW-7-G.L.. Chakrabany and WW'3 C.M Sharma 
attd ITIclI p;ipet^. W-1,W-l.-'T W-2, \^'-3 and 

b. 'Ihi; main argument on behalf of the workmen is 
that they bijvi: :o be regularised as they have worked in 
prohibited L:;Ltegory nf job through eontraclur, 
Raniyas i;padhyay,v BuL Sri Cpadhyaya under when they 
have worked has not been producL^d as w-iti^css who may 
have stnu:d whether ihc^e persons have w-orked under 
him J'here lio document vjhich may show that any 
EiLtendancc was nketi in the f>eriod which may s]>ow I hat 
they have ^vnrkcd in the colliery of the manfigcincnt. 
Paper hied by the management, Ext-M-1 shows ibiit these 
wnrkmeiiwnrked hW contract labour for the yesir 19^1 I9k4 
and 19^5 only, l-uk'sliwar Yadav worked in the year 1983' 
4 days tn L9K4-^4 days and in 1985-IOday^. Triheni Yudav 
w=orkcd in the v ear I^J+.T2 days, in ^ 984-54 days and Dina 
Nath Vadav worked in the year 1984^8K days atid in 
S9S:io onb, w-hich shows ih^[ no workmuii has 
w-oi kcd Ml r'ji;; cakiidar year 190 days, so thal Liny benefit 
o!' B an c r j ee C n n i m i Ttec cfui bo g i ven to t hem. 

7. WAV'. I- Eukshwar Yadav hys stated in cross- 
e:^amituiiioiLiii:n Raniys.s IJpadhyaya used to get work liom 


iJie collieiy Ofl contract basis and Ramyas Lfpadhyaya used 
to pay our wages and they have worked under Ramyas 
Upadhyaya. In this rcipeci: WW-2 G,L.CbakJ'abort\'^ stated 
in cross- cm tliat li e bai got no paper to show tha[ 

these wfirktP^n wm being paid through contractnr, R^niyas 
Upadhyayp. Payincnt rcgi&iers were being maintained by 
the contractor. Regarding work done he stared that 190 
days wort has been done Sw ihe workmeht but as per 
paper filed by the mana^^mcni [Ex.M't) it shows that none 
of the workman has worked for 190 day's in a year. 

a. Main stress hiis been made by the workmen 
representative on VVAV-2 £ind WW-^ -G.L. 

Chakraborty, wh<> has wniked at E^sdeopur colliery from 
1977 to 1999 as Sr. Overman and who has proved 
Ext. W-l/lflud W' 1/2 and has stated lhat (hey hav^s ceniEed 
that the persona worked under Ramyas Dpadhaya, 
contractor. In drifting (li rough sionc. This certificiitc has 
been issued on 17-11-S7 which has been moved by ihe 
concerned workmen lo the A.l-C. (C) No report has bizcn 
called regarding this application by the mariajicmciu 
through A.L,C.{Q. Dhaohad. on which basis this wmicss 
has got any author Isy to corLify'. If only eluiws that wilh the 
connivance of the workman he lias given false CEinilkatc 
because of the fac[ thii( ihe work done by any workman 
only can be proved by Atiendencc RegisLer. E^a\ment 
Reghrtar and not by it v^:niEcats issued by a person who 
has not been authorised by the inanagcmcnE to issue 
such certificate. It his connivance that if he wai 

Sr. Overman and Ik hns never complained, as per his 
cross-examination Jo the maritigeuicnt re;^andiu^ work done 
in prohibited categor,- of job, as neither any docuincnE 
fi led by the wmk;?]7' = i ^ ^ ^ yemcn I 

has given order for (^-kim: l^^hibitcd ciUCHiory 

fifom these w-orLmeu. ptT paper tiled Py ;Tl^lllngclnen1 

it shows rhat only repajj iriu iUid ren>oviiig ^v■ork otJcJ' 
been placed lo Ralrl^a‘^ I-padliv^iva per paper Nos 2^ lo 
4ft. WVV-3 has staEtd 'ri cross-cvamination th^^L htr hiiL. iioL 
seen work Order relaLing lu Kamyas Dpadli>ay. There is no 
record with me Eo show how oiarn day^ihcy linvc worked. 
U only shows thal lbe>c ■\vorkoien luvt w orked under (he 
contraclOF, Ramya^ I ip^idhyay I 90 days in a vlmi-. so Efiey 
cannot be regularised. 

9. The managemvoL has also refizned ihc deci-^ions 
ofHon'ble Supreme Coun i epoited in 2001 [.ab. I. C. j 65(^ 
between steel Authoiiiy oj' India Lid. and olhcrs V.'i. 
National Lioion Waivr Lmnt Worker.'^ imd oEhcfi. and 
200&(2) JIJ ft 2S2 heTl^ ^;c■[^ JiiL^LretaTy, Stale of Karnataka A. 
Ors. Vs. Ulna Oevi (it Q\-j, [[i ^hich Ehc ihinble Suincmc 
Court held that the Coutis sfunjld desisi Ifom issiEitiLi orders 
for continuance ofriiosiz w-ho have not ?ccijrc(l ivgulur 
appointments as pi-r c^iahfishcd procedure-wide piwver 
under Article ore no; intended to be u^.cd ibr ths- purpose 
0 f perpeluali \ig i 1 1cgn I i Li l- s, i n og lj hir i t i or lEnpropr i c t id or 
for scutting whole icheme of pubi ic cmployincni- Courts 
a re not to ignore cnc[>LJvagi: aj’iprovc appt^iTUmoms made 
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or engogemerLts given outside the constitutional scheme. 
TTie Hoffi^bie Supreme Court also held that ecmtractual 
appointment ends with the contract-daily wager or casual 
appointment ends with discontmiiation-daily wager? form 
a class by thenceKes- they cannot chim discrimination 
with regular employees. 

10. In view or the f^ts and circumstances stated 
above, the concerned persons, namely^ S/Sri FuJeshwar 
Vadav, Triveni Yadav., Dinanath Prasad, Ram Logan P^wan 
and Ramdeo Prasad cannot be deemed as employees of 
the ir^aTLagctnent of Basudeopur Colliery of M/s, B.C.C. 
Ltd. and their demand for regularisaticn in the service of 
the management is nol justified. Accordingly^ the 
concernod persons are not entitled to ^oy relief. 

H,M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 

^ 22 ■3fTTOT, 2008 

2^.—i 947 C 1^7 
] 4) ^KT 17^ 01^+1 f''I ^ 

13 ^ ^ laRtm ^ ^ 

^ afT^ ^ ^ 

^ t. ^ 

^ 22-&-200S ^ eTT I 

[U ^-29011/23/1990-3^1^ 3!R{13tt) ] 

New Delhi, the 22nd Augustn 2008 

S.O. :^644.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. ClT-37/ 
1990) of The Central Goveiment Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Jaipui^ shown in the Annexure, in the 

Industrial Dispute betwceii employers in relation to ihc 
management of M/s. Bikaner Clay arid Chemicals and their 
workman, which was received by the Central CoverninciH 
ori 22.^20OS. 

[No. L-1901 l.'23/l 990-[(l (M)l 
KAft^/tt-BAKHRU DeskOfficcr 

sr^ 

afhitftw 

^ ’f. #. snf. 57/iv?C 

gr, T?^.-2901 l/22>9ft-3ili.m(‘f=rt^> ft 19*>0 

?fl qilwHn fWfir 


WT 

fel^) wN?i^ I — 

iflanftsi : sft "jflfR Tram Twf. 3*tT. TJ^. 

3!nRlf^3lh^ : 9ft TtN ^ 

f^RTE 3RI^: 2-8-2008 

1. ^ TTRilT, SR H’SLVR, ^ ft 30^ 

^ Tiftft IftR ^ T3JRlfV^iTUT 
; 

“Whethir the iction of Ihe managernenl of M.'s. 
Bikaner Clay and Chemicais, Bikaner in terminating the 
5ervioe$ of S/ShrJ Mamak Ram, Ashurain, Smt. t*atast, Smt, 
Pu&hpa and SmL Kojakl Beldars w.e.f 2-2-86 isjnstificd? If 
not, what relief the workmen concerned are entitled to?" 

ft?! "5^ ^dldl W Ifti" ftf 

"ft ^ 2-2'8ft 

ft i W ^ ^ snft RT R^fsKI fsrifil 2-2-86 ft 
wmi ^ ft ^ 7ft f "pRg 3nn*3f ft 
^ ■'ftnpl ^ 'iIrci ft 2“2“B9 ft ^3^ 

^ ftl 1^ ft7 ft L flfinif ft fti?i gjlftti ft Tjjf 

ft ^ ^ ftgi 31^ ft 240 fR ft srftRt ^ 
tftRT ft Rtl ^3TR^ miT ^I'li R 

ftl ftWRft ^ ft^fT TRlftTf ft 3 ft ^ 

(^1 ^nft ^>1 ft ^ ftl flirj ft7*1Fl ft 

ftftv ft TFR ft ^ Rftf ?fi ft I ^ 

R^iR fti ftsT whiT'TI StPH^rf fftRfift ftftlR ft ^ ft 
25 ftlf, W 3ftljini4) 5Tfvfft^R, 1947 (ftl Sllft 

fftftft ft ’•rn fciai aflR'Il) rnn Pn^H 77 ^ 

iCTifti f^Ri ft, 37ri: ^fthnn ^ ftgr TRiffti ^ suftTr 
SRlTrr ft I 

3 . 3T!IT8ff ^ -3^7 ft Tftsfta 3W ^ 5RR ft?! 
l^tTRT ft «fER!'’3^ Tlfti ^ ^ft 

ift 3T(T: ftwT mhiTki ^ TOR ftt RTT 

ftfll I Sm Ifti iTO 'm.eifl ft d-f^hf H=i[ ^hhiki ftR 

^ cfq 37 ^ ft ^ ft 73RR ^ 7?rir ft I 

■3nn: tltTlft ^ WH ^ r<4lRt 2-2-R6 ^ ft 
aifWf ^ ’R7 Rftif 7^ W W nn^ RiTRft, 
1986 ft isliR '^dii ftl I ^inft ^ ftrr tt. 4 ft 

yp-|4iJ!'l| ftPTlftl ft ^ndlrT ft ftf 

^ ftTl ft Mr lift! 11 ^ ^ ^jftRfRin ft 3RTftf 
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TTT*TR ^ 1? 340 ■*!? fratl t I 

wt: tjnr 2 S‘-t3Rt' "S' 25-^ 3TfVtH^ "Siptin 
’R5 wn arftrfm t '^f ’tot ’^bpi t 
siftwii ^ im mifsT ^ i^ ertwr^i ^ 'irS ^ 

^ ^ W t t W7T: aTOTiifl ^ WT 

T?I f ^ ifF?! :T?T "S'^ 

fiv!n ^rr4 i 

4, "Hra^ ^ ^r-TiE'H ^ sit? ^ ^frcTfff 

sft 3fi?i5rtr, ifrcTrft 4 i1m14v1 thr} rftp^ ttr, 

9fi*i?fl ’qitrat aift ^m^ ^ ■g5i\^ ftr?' wm i 
snnafl ^ -a# ^ 'HEa^T ^ 9^ 9^ 

^afn Tn*Tf ^ OTfeT?T ^ ^ ^ pr 

*1*115 ^ 4-1^1 Rjnf ^T I '1*11 \ 

5, ^ I VtMt 5%Rf'^J 

^ ^FJT f ^ JTR ^ ifrfTTOTTTiT TT^ajt '*inTT5T m, 

afTT^jim, sflTTTTt wTfft, T^f aSfrm ■gw ^ 

W91 TRn ^ I ^ aniTSiff TT5W9 

t^'^'i'h 3 -2-8() ^ "WWfl 
1^ I W m'BT ifltTT^Wrr ^ W1i^ TSf 3^ ^ 

T^ 3m ?J9BT W 

11 3Tn f ■f^ 2-2-8fi ^ 

^ 2'2-89 w f=r irr 9n: ^ i 

^■HITTlR^g^ srfmf ^3?n’3!tT'3n9f^<t9|^!ft 
3rtT ^’Tq'i'^ w araTTT f^*TT TRT ari^rwrow g iTUTB? 
Tfwrr 1? 1^3?-^ W STWf'T T4' 240 ft:3 Tfl arfBTWr ^ -Nw 
TjBf W TJ^' Ui-fl W g jfmn 

afnJ^ m4 ^(31 HwrLfi W Tf^ ^ 3T?T: 3411754? "W RF gil^ 
arftri^ ^ viTTO 25 - g9T 3n TRfrn t i ttw iriT 
^Fi4 f yfH'ti'i^ ^ yHiTki TRi; ^frmT 
W ■'TTT 9R l!:^' TIW 'H4'+.|< ^ 3T!fTwf RPiiTn "i 
Mwi' ^ ^ -STJHfg Hi ^ firRR ifl 

UTsffR'n «Frt ^FW Twfgr ^ sett^ ^rgfer f . 

3W«ff ^Tjarn = w W 14 345RT WTR ^ WW 

gt vtlRgfw^ 

fTgf^ w jtrrt R ^rt 25 iR 

^ %R9 77 W FTTI 4ctH'V4 F I T=T3iT UFR T % ^[jj^biiijf 
3 sm 9=i 1^' F=T 'H'T Tjisn' "W ifdtel ^T i I 

^Kl TFl 6T4 chi 

t^RTT F cifcti-f FR ri' Wt frwf a-iqTl Sltl 74 ^ m' 
^3TT F I WJT Rf ttW# *41 ^ 347TSfl 94 

W 641 ^ 3f4insff FTWH W "FTW WfH B4T I '39947 W 
rI F % jigiMr 9 am ^a9TF ^ ^ 4 14 ' Rfm arf^Jii- 
SrtWM 99 ^ ¥?*4n 14 ' WTT9 ^ 914191 ^ |R 

^*4 74 994 747 44149 9^ 94] 9 F? 99^ ft9iT= 9TT T9791 

3^4 9 ft "39 444*444 7^ *4lfiT9i 91 "FTTR STffF W 441^9 71 
^ I F4T FTF 44 9164? 9f¥^4 99 9F?T ^ 1lF4T4 9 


9f5T9 SltWTW RWgf 449, 34T?];4m. 3??^ 994#, 

#9# ^ ^ ^?R14? 9#497T 9?! 44W^ 34919? IRl 449494 
97 # 99 fwfn 3#t3Tf994 9 -^Tgf^ * "FT 349449 '(949 73449 

'<4 ^ ( 

6, SrarM? 9?9fMV 9 31994 9F44 9 99195 f^ 

#34^4J^ t 944^f ■^44T4l#9^T 2-:-B(i icT9U?lri i 

949 ^ 34497 9#9 "R' 2 -2 ■ HlV 974? 99 ?#S4 99TF ^ F 

9 70Wf# 971 Ws4 2-2 -1<7> 9941 9^ ^ I 3999 9F44 9 

^ 34fTra799T # ■# 974 99T -gg f TT#' f9^fw fm*4 

2-2-86 t 9 2-2-89 99 T#' 7494 R -^34 fiW 994. ‘3^413 
i I F4T 94F #3994? 9F44 -F # 19^9 991 f 9 #993 
9497 9#4 9 ir#n3ff 9*9 7-## W -JTjgW iWT49 f 
34?7 34^447 97 ■# 94#9t 944? 3439 # "FT^ # jrfwit? 

9# t I 399 9F^5 ^ f# >J^74WTnT 9 141*4? 7[TWI9 9 9719 
■f9791 F? ^ ?g9f#T 39"# "^(T^ ■#?' ^344 f 9 # TR4T 
31# # 99^ 9'f#59 39# 7^ F Tiwfgi 3941*4? 7#?99 99 

97*19 11#1 m# ■#F9H 77' r#T: # 7#IRI 944? #997 
9# 1# *1 I FROtniF 7514 ■ 9 *'" 9fP4T9 # T9 3RTU # ?#T1, 
■#4 fR "f 9*1] ■# #997 fHgw ii 3T# TfjRFT 97 37^7147 
F9 #994959 99 ■949 ^5# ttEstrr 4 :' #t' F I 34144*4? 99 
^ 49*4 99 # # 9 TT 9 t, 99 # ttfr F fw #W 4 TI 1 9 34 T 6 f 
T4W9 # W ^5494?# 97 ■gg # ■X94 99 944 SraT^J 9 244) #9 
^947411 94T9 f^RTT, f#3 945.' 974 TTIT 7ff#4i74n4 !44 ?<ir^ 

TR 31T?T9 9tT ■*t^ T7W4W 9T -jliTf^iRaT ^ 31 # # F# 
9F ^ I F999 T(6iH F f97 ia i ^ih' r9 # 99 fjTTF ^ ^ 
■ 39 # ■ 39 # 240 1^ 9449 977 ^ # 9r9'9 9 #T fFTF ^ OTH' 
# 9T ^rarw f^ g97 rfr 'i^'' 9,-# i ^ f# 94*9 20 #9 ^tir 

?#9T. 799191 i. 97474 9 #' f^T>-\ I RIIT 49 : 99 in f#?; # iff 

311494 ^ ?# 3# 991 9#' ?# Tm m ^ 'T' 24ii f99 9449 
t#94 # I gfH^H # ##9 # -Tfll9 97=77 f% W ?n*4 W 
TFT ^39 f ■3749 94 1-Z-■# ■,^ 9 ’ FT 91 9 9TT99 # 

FZrq 9449 941 9*79 37994 #47^ 9 # 994^9 #vT 9 ■''4#. 
#li#T FfTtlfftTRrTTFt'FlFTIfT^R "F^W 9F?f 'F t94 
9T*ffTTn' 974 WT wT^iU fV" '9 T 9 w"' F I 


7 , tpf -rn: riR TW -4 rWR 9 inR'j,i|Mi 39 nw.i 

2-2"4ift 945 '7174494 9R9 99 99#r F 7794# 14TS1#9 ^ 34# 


3I4?4^ #W T 34997 W-T, t? 9 ?: #t '9 99? #4 1494^ ' 
9iir2-2-fiU'#T^#917i 79499 t-r . 949#^ F I 9Rjf7a# 
991 t, T?1 #9*1 ^ 9Te4?T’T| -v =!'|7 ^ 94T99T?ff 9Ff 97? 

Tl^ t "9 ^ 7J gpnf.T ■577494734 9744 F I 34174*1? 99 

51447 ^ ^ 9rf#f #1^94 cK" 74963 tjt] F3r F i75f779i #1 .4 
9 RTF 947 #?, 1986 9 t^TT^ -7; ~'i:^ ^ Ti#l'4il F I 
#^13 #94 9i#4 T?' irT*fTn -TiT jl# # *194 2.7-479?, 't. 9 

4394 mn f# 44 T 77 ■# T7#4I9 ^.' 1 #Rr F T^WI UI^IFTir ^ 

#94 ??T9rf^ # f4Tf*1 2-2 S(: F # '797 ■# # 230 ■?# 99 
9747? f#7n F4, 1#TT #11 74'7-7r viyrgn 99 jfiT #'■#!' 317^ 
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hR:*!) ^^3fr 2-2-89 

^{IWI TO "I I TO ^ ^ illOtil ^ fil^tilr*Trat 

^i?*t 3r®ffn®r ^ a(nf ^ ’5T? ^ 

^ imffro ^ tro TO ^ I 

^Wf ^itlT'i"! 2401^ ^ ^ 13^ 

^'fitiit Rbsi '41*11 ^ VTT 

1IJ*ITjJU| ijt *?Ij •JR? 2S-T?3P^ 3ff1V1*nTR W 
^R^TOlTOft I VRf 25-^^R^ 3TW^1*ITO-’77 
^ TOR ^ "fti^TO 't’'te Rfi| RftTOT ipft 3nn*fl 7ft*in ^f 

*ft T|3 ^3RtF Rfts5?r ^ RR 'TO T), ^ 

jri*iT*l“l RH^TST t I aM«fi fRRFl RH t 

n<* mRf*T®i ^*1* RST 4iiM ^eT Riri 
iHUfSei TOTR ifefe SflRT ^ "fe 4 l^f ^ipin TO f, ^ 

TO ?TOn TR^RR stutrTto rJI' a^T ^ tro 
TOt tTOTO’ARRl25-Tft ^ ^ ^ Pl^-77 

^ ift^ it wftm ^ 3tIt ^ ftw ^ \ 

^ ^ Au "S' % Tirahpn 3n^ 

*h^ ^p Sfflj ^ Pl*^ ^ 9PTI^rf 

■mfcf ftiHi ■^TiiiT 

'*A^ ^ ^4)4i^p 4\^i\^i ^ ’51^ 

'TFTT TT^J aPTT^ITrR^ 4il|41^ 

#R?ft gwn ^ Am 

fe4 ^ ’?fe?T tv ^ I 

513^ Tji^ ^ ’=n(f 11" 

15. 2-B-2008 VJt t 

I^TOTVF Wr t|^*K 

tWr TRT7T W^y ^'(Hi^Ti 
it ftwfrp 22 ^ffTOTp 2008 

WISH 2W5.— jfai l P i 4i Ri qi ^ aqPiPnv, W7 (mi 
VJT 14) vf^ VR1 

4iiTh^ ^ HRRlin ^ W4.6 In 'i1 ''imlf sfrr 4’HP H 4*ItiJf 

^ ^ plf^Ri a^y^frtro ItoR "^f ^RftR ITOR 

oAWIPi 4) RrtVRTOT/TO ■^IFRlrTR TOy "i TOR (TO^ ^reRI 
■Hfft-MmKl- 59/J9W) Rfl y*nfVifl RRiff ^ ttojk r^i 
22-8-08 R^^W^r1a(^ qr t 

[1^. ■qjcl-42Cl 12/l/1996-3H^ 3rR(T?T.) ] 

RIW, tlR? 

Delhi, the 22nd August, 2008 

S.O. 24S45.—[n pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, J 947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Govcmment hereby publishes the award (Hef. No ClT-59/ 

1996} of the Central Govt. [ndus. Tribtinal-ctiTii'Labour 
Court Jaipurnow as.shown in the Aanexure, in the 


Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Hindustan Copper Ltd. and their vvorkman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
2i^2/M 


[No.L-430]2/]/]996-LR(M)] 
KAMALBAKHRU Desk Officer 
4fl^prsi 
^Aiirt^rar 

^ V. #. amt, 59/96 

«<^Kp ^ K3nm, it yR ^ffl^TT 5>. 

T?^.-43t}l2/]/96-^3TT^(1v1V*?) 37-It-96 

9ft ^ ^TTT ^ 80 

ftfR, vWi^iyr ^ ^ w, 

f --uraf 




TflHRflFr 31 ^ wrf, A y^. 

^Tivf 

l^’iiV 30-7- 200 s 

]. ^ ^ M=iTtT<^ li ^ T^Am\ afnw 

t 


"‘Whether ihe action of the managetneni of Khoiri 
Copper Complex, Hindustan Copper Ud. KKctriN^r Dist. 
Jbunjhunu in letminating the services of Shri Suresh Chand 
w.e.r 30-8-92 after employing him as Casual workman w.e,f, 
3-5-83 to 30-S-92 t intermittenly without giving any 
opportunity of emplyment before emplyoing workmen 
junior to him, is justtfted? If not, to what re lief the workmen 
is entitled and from what date?'" 


2.’DT^ vft 3fkvft ^ ^mr 
Ati lipvr w r^H4l hmt ^ ’5^tE^T ^ 

^ ^ <y^\ V[ 1 foRj A TTTsff eruiOK ^i4 

T5T VT 3T5n?ff 9frfWfirff A 30-8-92 A 

inMf ^ VR ’ftvT -stvItt A^ ^3^ ^ "f^ 1 

’3W Am ’gte yivf A ^ 

vrpff Am yr=trT A 3 ^ vr Vrpt iivt 

■g^nv^ m\ ^^iflu fevr w ^rfVftr^ 
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1947 (WT froRT 3¥n HHi 3#TR’«R ^ 

vra 25-TI^ ^ 3qcJ^^ i I ^ -gfe TWT ^ 

Vrtr ZS-'W ^ "Ppra 77 ^ tl??T qlts^soi '^jT? 

*^T tHI?. ^ ^fH+V ^ iTHT ^ f ^T 

W 2j-T?^ ^ f W 3rf»Jprq*? W 25-TI 

^ TTgn 31isff ^ "317^ ^ 71^1^ W ■ 

Tiff Tit I 3flr1:7I?f!‘5f^ 31^f3tT^ 

fT Tif^ 5iK7T j0-|«-K2 TT ^^NtT' 

^ 34^ qifqrl ■f^TTT "KTSTf "^Tt +iqm, ri-t-cH Tra ^ TTOT' 
fTB^P ^flT ^ 31TI (=[Tvr r(;r,jqT^ ^ ’TtTrT 13^ "il'q ; 

3. ^ ^ ^ ^ 

3in1W 3rai? If 1^ TnMT ^ aqi^nfeR^r ^iftrar # ft ti' 
aisisil Tfpsrrr t araftiri t fAiiqjf; 

rnjfl'Ji't Tfn ^ TT!^ .jrfKr347 Tnaff w ir^. \ 

^I'fl ^ 3ir3i^7^^ ^T T^ST 

msn=TTF Tjf^ vff M^^fd ydfddt. ^ ^ 

iPTr TT^n fw; t^' f 

3rf%raOT ^ Tf ^ I ■smg 17 3tf ^rpfi 

■amt-qfr yi+fm tepA wi thk m tm 

TflcTI ^If 3^ ^hK*! 5l"1 T7 d+jchf j ^ ^Hivr 

^ w «I1, RtMt *3ciiyraW ^ Tftw T T^f 
34Ttff qS^ ^flfyfTTJfT gfr (IRT 2( 00) (RT^T) ^ RT^^IPff ^ 
3RP% 3irat f WT ^ TTHT ^ RTR ^ 7^7 Rf" 
TRlfRI ^ "HtT fr TRFT ^ Timt ^ r ?=1 SfTiqra TT ^ 
wTi I 

4, JiUH'^JJ'tl RI 3T5IT«ff 3T TRR f^ yT^S? ^ 

^^TItT t'Z 7f1^ ar^TTR ■RRT TIRT Tf T^IT 
i^ri^ 30-S-92 FRT Tit 31RfR T? yisif sqr^rfiJFF t- 
FR-W^HPrl R fTT^R TITT -feTT ^ RTTR ^HlPkl ^ Tisi 

ti iiTsS Tff Tj?T TFT^rrff w argRR tirftt ifi w. ^-. Ri^f 
^ ttstt 1^ Rt =mv'i ^ -Hqi ''j'ERi' Rqi, 

^ 1 mf ^ 3Tf^ RR 29-8-92 TTi TTf^STl 
^ ^^(hR TTiiJ RriJT t jiTT^fw^r !?fTTTr T7 a^f^Rqn 
yiqUFT HbT SI(1 ^t( 1| yRT 2^-y,'f=, I'T ^ TfT 3Tft|R'JH 
^ w^inri ^ ^ff? f ^ [**0 ^ ^Tjr 

^ JcriR-f fflhqr F i jTR; RT’tff 4^1 T^TRT FT 

RTT '■Hni*<i I 

5- R insff "5^ 7f^ 7^' RiT TRST RT F 

f^rem airaiRf TifiiPrffei t fFTir i 13fm«if tF -str t ?jr 
'Jl'Kll'l w RRfksiT TRF ^ 7NR Rif R7T fR f f^RlR 

TlRfl ^ f^ W F ,• <^1-^ >311(1 ^ TIFTI ifRIR RR 

f 1 rIW fif^RR ■qafT T^iTR WRT RTT^ f 

6. If^ ^ RSiR RJf W -q^fr. RTIRTff RH of^rlW.- ; 
fW»qi I H'di'^l Tl ^ 71RST pfM fR^ RR RRR F^ ^ ; 


1. RRT RTW Sff^ R fi'l'-R Tp^RR R fTTpF .1 ■ 5 f).' R 

iH|5f)R7Hi* SlfRRf^FR RfftFRfRr?n ^ 0.’ 

RR) RiTR fRiRl ? ^ 

2, R?;r RItff Rff 'ilf'Jf-'^ir =ff RF" 

jfr, T^W R sfRnfRRf PR” I >>57 % 7 > "s 

RR ^Wf’yn RR Rff R| ? 

2, R?TTFFfi Rft ^ :7R'''r ‘^Kl ■tIi'>FF R;ff ir^i 

iIR RRl 2(noH'^} iTf'-f^ ^ 'iPpR Rl^F RT FTT-f^ 
RTRR if RRIRT FIRT RT 7 

4. WRTR > 

■J 

7. RftfT sflfRRT RR iP r- = 'iTTR RFR R PHR' 

RTKff RR Ri^SrR TIRiF- 'R: '^iA' 4-- V F’V Tf 5 s . y;; 
■R ft TICR efR PTP ^ PRRjf -^T^n' Rpr TRl F 
TR; RF "fe? I" fTRTP 3-.' - 7-Ft-R ^Pi-FR tt ^FRTVrr 
^ TR TJH-^y ‘'R I P-ffl RrTF if k |R in''-'; 'f 

FHRTfTWTfFT 37f Mh ’ 11 RITRT ■Fi’t - fRR'T 3^” 
R fRlTlT ^ RTFP RTTR t^: U- f ''RR i'Ri Tpf fR'I 7?R 7: 'f-'j 
T fir RT^ TTt^ 1^ tptt ■■■ F Tf^R WR PT kFR 
■RTT ?T!T 1 RF: 23 "W iTf^fP^’R P ■jTRPJ' H'jFRR PT P^'R 
^ R^ fR)Rl FT! I 3Rfn?f PPRR ” yi>'F RR TTRl Rl 

WRR Rni t^ff^tid! ^TRT RTF’ RH R^R T^hR F 'J- ^d-r ifFTl 
fjf'iohl TJtJT Hfi.¥r ^ 3f'| '. "F RR TF] I'i'^A- -' RRR 'r-J ■■''' 

fr FI ^ I RT*Tf FTf FF: ^ 

P -Ji 1 ^ I “JiMqi ^TFTfT ^ 'R lTjii';]' "'tR 'ir]" F ■jf'il 

Rfr *WF?r Ri’F "q ^’J F^,r;T j:j.,;v .ii' |j.:,j;,F, ,:,■>' ..fi , 

■RFRR 3F^ FFT' if fti "n?^ 'jT'R” TTh-F FT] "iP F PFT'’ -' 
FTR RtTH ^ ^ tRvRT fRRFF vf^ft itt tf, T-TFI^'F ^ RTF 
(^M14j 1 ^ R^ FF PR FFR FRf^ FHRT 7TP 

^ FTFT F tW? FRT RFF RR RT’r^PR 5=^Pr TFT ?FR T . R- : 
FrT^ TTfFTF ^ i^RRJ* Tffrpp” P tfftt yF tf 

Hind Rir fllS FlFT RTTF I FT'F FT 3TT^ ''lfk*n TiFT^- RR 
F?^ ^RTl ^ FFl fRTRr p ttfR p. T^ F^TT 

tF^F^^t IIFF7FF TPTT R^F F TP Tafl PI FRT 

FFrfe RF WTFF RT^y F f CR TiFFP 

RTF t I 'TfFfFfF F FF^ FT-i-: P F=:-TR ''f' t^p'pTT PFTF 

^ f^ : 

1. 2003 ( 97 ) T^.Tirr. ip ; >rN ■: RvT i 7R FF. FP'RRR 

MrFF fTP^FF TTFPP 

2. 2006 ipT, FT. FT, ; PR.PP TF. ) FR 574 ^ F^. 
iRyiuii ^ F=R !'v;; 27 : ->P.F i 

3. 1996(3) T^.TfTl.T? ^ I! 20 !’pff f rffp^R ) 
’^TT^FF TRFR; PF"RP iTfyRTTtr ST'iRTTfRp- 
FJTRrfVRFR) Rff'* I 








['in 11—lanis 3(iLj] 


iftrWT 20,2008^ 29, 1930 
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4. 1994 It 1127 

^^1^1 ’’w lei'll ( 

5. 2003(4) HW, T^l 954, ^I^IWI ^ ^8 

flVI+f6 ^ 3r^ 1 

6. 2000(3) 3iR.T5^-3m,-447 (7rsre*in)»^'fl+nMM 

^ TIW5 ^ J 

7- 1997 TJ?T, (TJ. Tft) 114 (IRO TRWIH 

^ 3fr^T I 

8. C 1999)3 T(?T-14 ^Ctfrltsr^ 1*05®^ 

1 

9. 2004(3) Hi^T(ift^.-555(W.^) ^WF^TlSrlSre® 

. ’’JOni 3R1 I 

10. 1991(0 ^577 (^RWR) 

11. &'^3^ v.n, 3SR, 1995 (TR.) 71 *l*rt^ fto® 

’TrsirajR TI3*T 9«iH I 

12. 1991(2) 5r3:T(FT,31IT.^ 691 (TfiR*IR) ^pfllssW 

^ TRTMPl ^ ^ I 

13. 1997 ^ 104(7RT»1R) 93WT 

’SrfllW’f Rttii 14 3F1 I 

14. 2Wi2( I ) W. Tit. 296 CTRT*IH) 3ra^ 

wfM' TRi^ TTut^ ftr;® 'flduflH- 
3if«ioFiTl Tft.^.3Ti^.it. ^i^rgr 14 aRii 

15- 200S^e^ 3JF1. "iSfr.fTJ. ■^)(TR .)737 
^jK#1 ^ TSr, 3T:H J 

Ifi, 1992(3)'5^ 1(i^. Tfr. (TR.) 56 ^^4*0 ^ TWf 
TF3T*TP1 Tpll 1 

17. 1994 UT T(i?l 1(H 848 (ipraiT) ^pTRl 

*lVilH 4il9T(jf|lT ffT. Rif 8 fl'14i 4. I 

IB. 20tt5(a) 3281) (TRTsiFT) 

«IT -9191#1751 ^ 3rar I 

19- % 3flf- sm. 1979 (TTIT. TT).>75 ilrirf “fe? 

t^, iiTF® !!lfiT^;TnrT ( 

20. I9K4(48 310 (t^TI. ^ft.) ^ 

%. f=TWr^ I 

21. 1997 til 439 (TTiiFiR) aqhnram^ 

frc® TRT*lH TCT I 

22. 2005 111 Til. T)?!, STR. 1078 (t^R Tit.) ant 

^Tt® ^w??wt I 

23. 21HH (1) W- i^fT. 971. (I^JT. Tit. )g53 -qiot 

Rlt»^ lyi P I’fl i*i I Rh^ (.^1, I 


24 2000{ III) T5?r. 153 .4, 1678 (^) (lI^l.TTt.) 4.4. 
3n^, 3fl9> 461 mti I 

25, 205 MaH^.Tlt. 2279 (IJR Titj iNf afiTf ^^#71 
"Nr® ^ Tn< ¥Ti4t Tn| TRirt i 

26 afllt T?|3. 3IR. 1999( I )(TRT«ini) 579 3lf^r?IITlt 
Ttt.H^. Are® T1WHKI<1«1 ^ 31^ I 

27. 1993( 3) ^ 730 (^t^lR ^^R9i“i!) 

?Tra f*TTj® MldUllH ^Rl+lfl 1W^*nqiTR,9ffeirTTT I 

28. 1999(4) 1(R T^n^T^^.) 476 

ffoiuil TFR Rtelrflsi ^ 

Ti^m Ot^lni^in I 

29. 2005 I0I5(3RT«1P1) ^TTTf 

ftn® ^* 11 TT9 1 

8. anirsiT 9lff1^ ^ snr^ft ^en ^ ^(iiiTr % inefl tr^' 

^ giv^ ^ 3jwft*T« siRw fH] t^Wk t i ?ti^ 
^iRiRw arm# ^ atitT air^ ^t In It 

mr.* ^Tif T1RTR1 ^ dtiijl RiyRm T?*TRT ?Nl “RHl 1 
Tinfl ^ f^rgfei ^E4n^fe 30^ ^ aijRiT ^ irsq ^ mtif 

Ht 1‘35i5it aiot ^?TT t 3n*fl 9iT 

pIlii'JH atlFlf Tlf^'^ 

^?R7| aint % 1^ nftem 1 9it RlMf 

’^t1lRltr‘4^t^f I 31l*riJHh 9lftTp 

^ ii fH^iMl ■^SO <11 W SIHlsif T?T<IR ^ 3114^-44 
Tnrfe lam sir nsn ann*3f TTT«in r 
striItit^ iiffcr^ ^ Rrgfe tg T*nfttT ^ two 
^ 3T*^ ^Tp”4n3nsfl 

^ pH^r^Tt Rit «it I aTI=f>R414. ^ RFml 4 

flR*d(ii «ii(l 'T>^ii inn 25“i^Fj ^ n irfvRmn 
3iift 9r?nn aimw #3 t ^ am: 37141 ^ 

laifts 7t^ Tflrq ^^ermi i ani4 n^iT’^ TPTutR 4 tn®n 
uRif^^^wn (1) 2005TsaTi^. ant (T(n .ttt ) mi, 4 
^ wm ^rkm n srittsii C2)(2no5> s t^h. 
Tfr. Tit, 750 w fefr?^ 'I'iUJiti t^n® tirtiRif aiRiRn 

I 

9. Ah ^Fn 9T 'lilt ftim f ^ (4*^ imm 4 "itiA 

nA TRV ^ ^mTT: 4n RlfHSt^H titf ^ t :— 

ftulo fip^ TT. 1: 

10 . inRin «Ri^ 4 anrtff -an 4inf 

r^iHi *ti'r ^5*1 ^ Tf®i3it aiT^TT 4® ^ n>n^ ai^mr 

5i!fl ^ fiFT-2 ml! "If ^ %ni 3^ araf!!- Rfrtt w 
15 !^, ferff iiiF ^ 14 ftrritniFi? in flrr anf^T^ 
% I yrefl ^ Mn ^ 'gt^ ^ fmrfm ^ ^rrr 
■n^f 1^ tt, 314OT ^ ^ wirm ii ^ n 

Ti;^ "4 TTiTcin: 240 mi4 ii. nt ^ 
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■qr i I aflT ‘in'ijl ^ ^ 

■m"-? ^ ^ ^ W' Ttit’ f ^rr'i 

■^Ti*nf5T^Trg?^ ^I(^ irgfy ijo 1 ^ ^rmtm ^ 
eH I TTi'fl #r ■30 ^ ^ aif 

trm^ -R ?ifiR7 ^ ^ ijnjrT 7q ijR T!^ ^ Tin n 

240 ^Ti[fiK "^nn 'cin fii^ rt^ ^rn ^ 

T'PT'Jt fl w on: ^ j "nfr ^fTi37 %4 

^irim fr r in'! P: ^ w f^-ppp. 

TWrl '^f=m T-IIRHii STRTftpi ^ "RTRT F. I« F Ff'TF 
iTJFF FRntn RT^-3 '-FFTMR RIR! ^TF^TR 'T? 

flJflRTr OHRR W t TtF RFR -JF^ Fi#0 F R^4 R''I 
T? 240 d'NElK RRF fEFFI ?!?, TF R^ORTF Fa RiTfl ’PF 

I 3m: •<!? frrik rtf! fh ^ fro 'i!Ri 

■Rm f I 

[huNi "F. 1 

11. IF two frpr li' ■Rf tw^ ^ i^' m? 3rtsn«i1 k Rr^l 

Ril FRi uml'-d RR RR IJTTT 2^' 071'i ^ 0 "TO ■■sif'’irT'jR ;T»ir 
ifiwlf'iiti I'mR (h J ’■'TRR i‘.'.'7 ('jfl % Pr^T n •■•sr’it 
FIR fwi w?rr-^i) "pi fmo 77-7S Rrr TiviFT! 

^ T? ^ 17iRr :7 -Trq; Ff^frprcr %TT i^r^: i 

vTl TFnlv F NOTR F'i rN TTrilf 'F-T 
PTFiFR 240 ■Rl RFF Ff>Pi: ^ rr tjttt i.-:- urt 
^ RlOPtr -jnn 'iPRFmT 77 '47-^ RTfRif! 

im rti \ MR 240 ■K'^ '4''’! F'5.'l 4'R1 '-T?!' RIOT FRT R I 
>4111 2^-7^ jOFf^ iqi ^ RlifroT FF^n Rpi'iM 'k 

■fRTF^ -^T^FTT ■RFl FTFRTR '34? ^=J7Jit I’tJRT Tipm =+! i'-'. ?11 
iFFOm? ^ frrj i fft't rt^ *h+'v m 

TTSFr 4^' iT''4T'i r^ni Th-tjh v Jsi 

wrEScir FiT 0^' WT FftRmr ’]r^ f w frf rtf t 
■i'l-T-^l "^TTn hh hi I ^ ^ 

-iTTTT^Tt^-I ^ ! TF 4fy' :! VR)! 4-,- VlF 'tlfr X '4^: 

^ "F RF TTm H ’Jf ■jTT F?r.Hl fj. 'F '-iTR 

w. F^ir nd rf Rii-if rj-.T fcf jf-fn -i-;' 

RFl W I ITT* ■jfPii{*T 41 RRi '4^5 VFtfnPT V trR 

F f-F^Ttn FI RF’ '^-'f*! Hjifim ;f-i> R-: iRn; 4-ti "-i 

rti rttf t^' %fVFR srnfM * fpr^ ; ^TrriT^ -kch; 
RTT ■q^RTT fT-=:;T 'IT'TRTj iUMvf-HH R hm^I'I R'Trr^F 

HUFTrlF F TrimrkR %fT RFT %F FRT.'iluriFFi 
RnNnft -iRpn t*.-.-! ii nip* 'f 'Ft: 'iTifen 

FTi RiiRt "RT ^ '^TR cf;ipiTriTT Rn FFI FFTT ! 

TJTFf ■* “-fr FTH Tr: ^ IjRFii- '.il 'F':’' ^ ! RH-ff * fpriH' l'l 

:upi: iz fr, :^-■■;■'■ 4.iT''7'i 'JTlf!! 'F^m R;R RR •'fF*i 
FRR’ FFim 441 M? T i fFi+; ifuml r'i ott f 

I* HIK'^r "FT TTIF 'TO F?[ ?.'in 'ff fjT-mR yfRFT Ti: 
Tinn lir TJITTT ftFR rf,-R JTT"^ 'TlT %F TT :3Trr RT'rTI = 
TTliFT i RtTH fFTFl Ff ’FlfTO '40 TRTjt;! j i ii 


^tm-'-li ^ 1^ ■RTMt ?|fFRi 40 RRT I'lli'^'d 3Rfy ^ (mv. ^T(P(1 
w TF1^ ^ amfy w<! on ft rfrjI ^ 411 ^ "WTr: 
FFKT ^ tffi W r^-l<^HH 74 ^ "fOWT f {^ TflF 
25-T^I arT^riW RH FFtOm ft fFTOtI RRFTO ’^F^^ImFFFT 
^ ■(1SIT anoTftFRT ^rf^’ ^ f % ■sft 

^TJFTC FRrftO ^FFH^FT FT '^TETRT40 ^TSiH ^ 34I4TfTF4T 

■(fe m FmO rO ?3fw 40 nfTFTR Tpft xmm ’•ft ffnfrii^ ^ 
Iw^ 3Tra70FT "4^ tl ’^F FOR F RTifl 40 aih ft ^TeRT 
% RR40 fto arTFTRR i IR FFT ^VLHT ft ’!ir*ft 40 
240 RTRTfTTT '40^ 4TTR RT| R!4 fft^ FTOT W Fll AW'M 
’SRF'R 40 ‘TFeTh fI tiTF 25-FR STf^TfRRF ^ ^TTTFR ft # 
Tftftftcf ^ T^ R ^ "SI^TT R in H’i 1 Ffi FRlPfl 7 ft TJ4t 7(ft 7^ 
TRRTcITT 240 f^ 4iT4 Pfj'JT, 1*41 ^ 3ni: ft?T feiF 

Rft ^fi^RT RTifl fO ■ 40 ^ FRR "OF RRR I 

)2. fOtm 40 ftfm VT.m rfrO ’•tou * ar^FR 4* 

■fRRlF* R "aiftf TfO 7[R; fRFTRR RR 40 4TFFT ftiRT i3Fft 
4T "^FTFR O^T^T, TF "^14 F ftFT f* Jf 
fnftffttT t, TIRT TJRft RRT^ 1 441 ^ HuhO Rlftl 40 
■RTF ■R^ ^ RT'O HR Tjrft OTF-m ^0 ^0, FTF^’ ^ Fljr 

^l iTi^lFmr iSriFRO * FRTj ■: i ijlT'''FRr 40 ftVTOR ’f*FF 

OTTRT m rR'J l 'ii* ft iorffto fiR! wn i\ 'snftl R stfr 
447-0 F iT4R ft RTiRT^ 'FR^I 'TR'HRR, Fft?^ vm 

FRT, "fftRlF ^^FR TTfI iOlR tF 'RT- '^rOl^ 1*^^ 7TFT41 ^0^ 4 
tftRTR "^FR FTFl * iR^fm 'ft 'RT'S' IORRO RISR ft 
om F^rigr Tflrr^j * rsf f Vh-o'^r 4t oi ft t™ ■ 4 ^ fRff^ 
FTlftrai iH'llfti 2-K-95 ■* ^r.F.Ov ■'^ m 4(41 "TFr f jRfft) 
0147 iORTftFRT OIFRT "ft T^’T *1 H-KFR FTI ^^il-<l RRT 
44144 IrF^ 4T414li ', 347 RliSlR) * BFfBR 

.3TT,^jlciTiiFf 5lfF40 "* TTR'*! ft' ROr^mf qftl 40 ^74^3114473!* 
ft RFt' 40 or F4icO R41 ■frft'T TROT Rt^RR! TJ4T "ft F 4 
70 25 13[4 40 JcttiV-T ftlRT ft* Rf?:' FTR! tFO 31 ROT * 4^' * 
JirpiT 4^ fRftrO* 40 41- ft FTftRRl TvRi 4VT R^ 40 0^ 
iffi 4T4ft ’4 4lOR^ jl-fTrm ?4T t?TT 4T FROO ^ 44 
TTTO rItTROT Tjftt FtFTRTT ft' 4'. 1^ i-lTTFr S70 If^ *7 k'fi 
^OTJI "SFTRrl TT-FOR ft TJift; >' 00 W" ft OTT If"^ Rm F1 FT^il 
■^1 jm: 44700 ft ’7T0 2" Ti -jj r.lT'ft^RF 40 3TR?0m ^ *Tft 
4Tf 7 TsrtiR: 40 307 F lO'ii '-TT '' t'i '04^ ?l 

I 7. R4om Tift TPftT 42 'OR ft 3747 iftflTR JTpm IF 
ft4'4 ft 4 OWri 40 R 3Rft FlftRlfer IfOITRI 40 

47iiR fornn w^r I'l' w^. ■'Tft ttr f - am. 

TJTT.ftnOTTIft IfT^ aft'ft/TTftt 'R‘'00"''T1 ft' 24iJ ORT 400 1*41, 
•3^TTSSr 40 tos *TR ft T-T ' ft ftft’f ft' '#*"01^! IFF! "TFT 
"pRIRT RIRTFiOR ftOft fftl-.rl '-ft t'ftf-: F fRftofR fFTF 

Om F fftTS TIRT, Fft'TT 'OOrf. "Tm ?. 1^1 Om ft 0^^ 





[WTH-^ 3(i0] 


1TO ^ WTT; io, 2D0»/'TO 39. ] 930 


flWS ^ ^ ^ ifft 

240 1iR^> i 1 TiROTT^ ^ 

*^iHnnH Bin 240 '^FTT T^FfT *^fI 

TispmTR^^iT ^ flHi^f*r=T i^rt ^ 

TT^WFf ^ ^TT?r ^ ^ ^ W 25 

^ ^ ^ ^ dW’tH 'IRT W ^ 5WFT y^t^l 
^ cfHi flPi^ti ^ 3^^T ^ ^ ^*1 ^^F?i 'TTPrar ^ 

(+|JI ®iW ^ZRT ^ 34 It Rcti^i <1^1 

ftra^ 345 ^ ®Tft?T ^ ^ ’^I^Mf'" TRtJt 

^ ^ ^ *4"^ Tifimfer fe'MT *f*n ^ 

^ 'ft flt|H X^ PiM?? 

#S!ti atg^T m# ^ WT ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
ififf, Timf ^ ^ ^ ^ ^3fn 

T^r^ ^FH 'ft ft tjF! 

35^Tr^^) 3|fMFT*FT^ Pi 4+1 77 ^’^ W ’*TgT 
FT^TO TRiFT ftf IPffi ^ 240 1^ ^ ^p ’ftT^ T^lf Z^ 

"ftl lti4 “If ^JPR^ ft^iS nftft in<l ^ 

^ ’P^nFi jiet>f''i ^ Tfs# ^ f^T^ f I ftf 

^ 25-^ dpnVi Ift^ ^RT TTHF *W cffl'in 

"^f flipRt 31^ ^ i^fis (^4fi "^1 ^1^1 flV '^'1 

TraWTT R Rt ft*PT 77 ^ 78 ^ 

anTi'i^i "Rni ’'T*n FWRI amt"! ^ fspff 

'nnr ^ ^ ’^,'ft, 

TIJrf f^V^G TrRT*TR ^ 'idflirt vT^t^ 

^HIVI '’R5 ^ 3RT y|ifl<J| ^ TRl^ 

■unity 'Tferah srfiR# ift,3fn(.^t. ■f^rfro 

>^i<4iV)«i, ^ft.an^.'^. ^ 3Rr 159 ?tr1 

■f^^ ^MWM 715*1 ^ TTR^ «pRr ^ sih ^mi 
25-yF # ^ ^ irpi’y-T m 1^ 1^ wait 

■SRiTR "f "ftw isn f I ^pTTR 722 *I#T ^ 

1^^ ftw ^ ^TMRT VTO 25-1^^ "n "TTCyfr tni 

wt 7RS ^ ’7*«ft7T'ii fif(«:s flWRTOnr^^iy 

%. |ll(^4 f^'T-T^W WS|T 3!t*T WiJTT TIRftin 

7^ ^ *11 lit 25-^^ ^ 'H^iR ^1 e+Hiti ^fftiRnfl 

ffWHd a<lilR ^ ^ HRl 1sryiR f5Rpi3? ^ 

■HTiif ^ yi: ^ 3Tii7n M ^nfetTii 

Fl*it'*l*l ^ %W| fe® n(r ^3{] ^I 3Ttl: ‘jlii’tl 

■TRif ■^ f?I fl? 11? ^n*ff ^TR^’!t^'^1 

Plufci J: 

14. pr cfit ^ inr aqyr^fi 

<111 Tntff T TRq ^ ^ T 4 l ^ ' 4 3Tr ^ ?1 y ^i v f Tpl-1 ^tcil-|4 

^ ^ "JITiiT ^ "TRll ^ ^iFJ Jiii^fi 15-15 il®TT 

TR3t T™r-5 ^5R17l^'*f^M’R<n?717r7?i^^ 
an^YT 1^ 5 rP? TRi ^ "i^ ^ "JT*!! 3m^ 3TT^ 
<1?^ "^Jnf ^ 11MIS1 ?ft yit R1^ iT^ ^', ifr 
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■qWliRltllRYf'yT-l ^1?R-4 ^ ^’trwf ^ filR 2 
fifTpff “yf f'TR-2 w*pf ^ iT*n air^fFRr tik ^ l^ra ^rar 
■S't W ^ ^ ^neiJ ^ l^r^ 3fl?ltiT -HTToS -TRN ^ 4il-4irf*l 
SnfYl 133* PilV’^a 3T^fll ^ I^IT^ TfT^TTt ■'TFir "'FT ^1 

3if4riM*i ^ mn 2(0O)(’fW] ftFRit 

Wit; l^t TftirfT ■iilRT TFB W f 1 ^M'lfl # 5it ^ 

3rf7T (Ti^r^W 3UfYf) 1^ ^T? T^IR ^iff 

■f*!? yf'^ 'W#R ^ yi 1^ TR "Ifl 

2007 1 ‘ici-'VM-’^, 696 ("R^nTlt,) q'-iit'D ^''s^h 
IFIVUYIH il?I^ ^FIR TT?1?T W ^y.W 

2007 I T?5T, 717 {T^n.^fr.) W^TT fT^ 

ifrtR? PciPiie "^f Ifift nftHir^n ^i7(T ^ "FFn RFl 

■^ 'Hlftil «1»fi*1«h fllflRr ^ ■p’l ^f ui IrI *Ri 

■f¥^^-^‘«nW^’3R (I^STlffeft) 5fFj IJT "fm ^ 

^7Rf\ +1*1(1^ ^ W 2( 00) 3rfVfWT ^ wf%- JiyiR 

u'i'il *1^ "^vF! TRicTI ct<n IITU 2('4tift) SlW^FPl *6 

JIJflK *it TTRlf^ »tn1 ^ 'tIItTNT ^ ■'5^ ^IM i ?7* 

ITSffl 1? Rt "^^Rt Tiwf ^ 3TtT yi ’tfSTI (!) irp.-n^. 

4T 3F1feU<4^ (2) "yiV 

Tif^ Fftiinrr ^ 3!Rf P*+''^ p^fftrH, (?) vli^tw l^^nr 

lVr«t4 aqfiRnil' ^THTTTfWFn f[F^, !. J ' 

ni^-i-"^FT-i^^.#, 4s1w im ^r^oiei fwT 

# yfdVir^tl ftrSRT op 3lli^ F7?FT(1 llcf^ '4 

^TH fti '5^ fR®t<r 4 fe'^pqn ^^TT. srfiRf ^ siNiftirai 
117 ^ ontloi nfloi [ 5“ 15 ^ T^i? 31T^ 4 

^ ^ Piynw^f t Tten ?7T TRiT 4 srm 

*lHHl4 '3^^ -<1l«IW«i ^RRtW ■Pn>1si ■^1' ■^?¥?t ft* Ri 
'!ii«if OTT "R ^'nnif ^ ^ TTs^ 7f^'I 
3i7T;'q?‘1^‘f^3nri*fi‘PFirara:^ ^h i-tri 

'T^fi ^1 

Pfufy 7i, 4: 

M. <1F 1^ 1^ iK^ ■^ 4CtTf1 i m 
fow^ff ^ ainin7 in "sinif wfim isq siftRim t 
3R: MYT fn=1 ‘SRTt'f^ ^ i: 

' '*73fT^ Tpf^ fri’^^ii'i fe. ^ 3FpiR 

5171 5ift^ ^^i5=lf^ 3-5-1985 4 30-8-92 rTis 

3U[i3ir4* 1 3iRiw^ ?fi4^ ^ TER 4 rw i r-i'i 

^ ^ ilY^ 30-8-92 ^ ^ TTTn 

^71^ 4,rH^i IflfiRTf ^ friftf^ ^ UTiff 5Kt 

31^4717 =1^ ^ *|tlcfl?0 'Sf^n Tji ^ ■^1 5Iltjf ^Tj 

TIFn Hlf J#R7l7t ^ f l" 

I 5. -irai^ aflTST f?Rf^ 30-7-2008 ^ ^ RPfIRn ‘i 
fRWTT ^Ri7 ■g^tRJ iRT ^fl HRiTT 5ti !Jofii¥M|iS ft'<Hi'j<Hi' 
’^'Jli ini'll 


ii?cT*l y'+i'fJI YFli. 
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^ 22 2^)()8 

3^^46.—-447 ( I'^KT 
U) ^TRT I 7 ^ f^'^fTTR 

f^^Tftrfe. ^ ^ fwwf -m 

^ ^ ifrarf^ 

■srraitw ■3Tr^j^r^TT/^^TT ^ 

#3TT^-57/S9!^^i) ^ ^ 

22-s-ns ^ ^ ssrri 

[N. T^-45()t2-'l-='1006-^(^) I 

Ni^v l^cIhKtht 22nd Aimusl. ZOns 

S.O. 2ft4t.—In pu^uance of S^clion ]7 of Lhi] 
IndusLiiLd [iispni^f^ Act. 1^47 (t4 of 1^>47). tfic t'cnlrjil 
Govcrnmetu Injreby piibli'siitii thtt award (Ref No. CJT-f'7/ 
l*J^6>nf theCemral Govcnmiont Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labtmr Court Jaipur know as shown in the Annevure in the 
Induscriai dispute between ttie emptoyej s in relation to the 
management ol'Hindustan Copper Ltd and their workman, 
which wai received by the Ceniral Government on 

22-08-200a. 

FNo.L-42012/l.l^%4R^M)l 

K A M A L liAK1 i RC. Desk O fHcer 

a^rafrf^ -iimrrytt>fyi, 

^ £7/96 

^ 5fR TTan^, ^ ^ in^ 

?7.^. ■q5?r.-43012/l/%-^.m (f^’3)fe 27 - 1 1-96 

^ ^ ^ ■^'R "^K 80r 9 -^<'1 feTT. 

TftqTfT^ \m. ^ w. ^ 

,,, .mwf 


W1 


itiTHf “R. ^^PTT 

TTT, 

. . . 


-JTiftErrT 

TftaT#T arfiraTTfr: # Tf^n yw?r Trqf, ■3^^^,13:^I,^.^T^. 
Tn*fl ^ -sin ^ w 3TR. 

■jnfTEff 3^ ^ TRt^ 

: W-7-2(>()S 

3rar^ 


1 , 7T7^, ^TR h'^IcH^J, ^ ^ T9W1 3?^?! 

^ “srlta 1^ W ■^TTraf'^rroi rtt aifwifq 
^ ; 


"Wlielhcr [ho iicimn i'f iIil' ituiiiLi;;i:riii:ii( hjI KlK’lri 
Copper C()iiif>ii'\. I liiiJiJsLiiii C’L)ppi.'r ltd,. Khoii'i 
Isla^r, Diit JtiNojlnoio is.iudilicd, in k-iiuinLiLiii^ :1k’ 
services[>rShii mnui SjULdm c.f. jO-K-'C, [A N f.lEler 
eiiiipltiyinghii]i i ^isojir-LirihrliinJiii w.e.l. I 7-2-J<.’ O' 
30-^-92, iniei;'iiLL'Co!K '\]ilu"it ^nine, noy 
oppLirliinily h>| .■iTiploMiiciiL bd'orc employ ink 
wor^rritn junior Li' knu. ni violuUtui of SetLion 27-11 
of (lie l.D- Ad i^ jii.'iEifLtd'.’ tfnoi. to wh;it l olicfihc 
workman i.s eniiik'd oiki iVoni v^lini liureV" 

?. 'OTeff iflfiTRr RTT 3fR -R inttr ^ p irrm 

3ftT^ ^ inr fT'R ^ f 

tjnlf, 3T!JTtft TT^ifFT R 17 2 - ^ ^ 

pf ^ RtT! T!:t iJTi ^ RiEfl w^m. 

TFT tn iT^i R f^RT 2T) fi 92 i\ TT^T- 

^ ^ ^ ^ W f%T 31RiR m ’f'frf tFT Rrti i^ 
^ Tn«ff R F=T iTTRR RT ^ 3rRR RRTRT % 

gfe ^ ^ '*n*T7T-'' Ri HiI-iR Rerr ^ 

tflRR ^ Rt jtrsfrfrrsr ^rit^raR 1 947 f jfr 

pRiR 3rrn srfyf^iRR -HiRtri) ^ nm 27-tRT ^ 
Fl w ■^fel ^ RRR iTf^rf^ ■5R ^JTR 27-Ri R 

a(^f^^fWT ^ Iwr 77 ^ RFR Rn^flT ^ RT Rift rft 

RSi Welf RTT ^ " 53 ? 3(7TR ^ RTRTR RRR yiRT RRRT ''IT 
^ RR yfiTRTT RTT tTTTf RTt ? tip trm 25 -RR 
-itr^rt^-i t Ritn ^TfRf-TRR RR RTR 25-RR ^ Tm RTEft RTt 'RRT 
^ R?TR ^ -RS^TR RTR7R RR ^TipriR Rf ■=#’ HTl RR; 

3K?T ^ 3TRR RRTR ^ W^RT R^t % W 

3n^ f^RTR? 5a-8-^i2 9R SFjfRR R 3T^tJ RTfRR fRTRT 
RriR,Rl8fiR?t’^RTTttR7RRRlRR^7TRTRitr^ RRR R 3RR 
fRRTRlR 7n^ RR afR'T RlfTR f^ RRRI 

3 . 3Afrsff RTt 3TTT "H R<^ RR jTRN RRl R?^ Rirf’TRT 

■34TRfOT '331^ t UTt'-T RR STTRTftRRT ^ R 

WIH "R aTRf’TRT' R fRRlfRR RRl fTTRR 

jRRTRTR RTti R'S^'T' iTfi-TRTR ’RTRf Rfl RTR fRVTI I 

aTTRifriTT RTT^ ^ STFTfjRR; yfRRR RR RR rR-fi'^ 

T^tTFf Tfwi RR R^TRIr R RTffiRR R, 'Ctr q 

TTT5T? SRT ^Jfi W ‘R'Rrc ■RKTTfnRT fRRTR R^’ i 

STfVRTTUr ^ sNrfRRRT R '-W'. 3TTRr f I R ^TIR RRTRT t^ 

'gr^ff R^ iTTRiftRRT RTT^ RRR-TTRR RT TffRRT TRFR TTRT 
W SR iTK"^ RRjirj ^ RTRRRTl fRiRlTR TRR; ^'FRIRT 
FT RTIRI M, m: W RR RRiyfR7 rS RfrtTTRl R R^ 
■STT^ -^TTtriRRR RTt RTR 3 (OC j (RTRT) ^ gTRRPR' ^ 
■iRRifTT Wrff t ^ RTTR RTT’e' ^ trSt ^ FTRTT RRtJ RTi 
HH irtd ^ TTTIR ^ ^RRRR F' f \ JR ^Rt-JRT RT R^ PRTR 
FT^ TTPr ^flTRl I 

4 . 'JUIM^Ifl qr iTyirvjl ^ 7=f^ ^ 3iaff 

-ST^RR RPRt-’rirTRT ITMRRTI fRRiR7 3n M-92 
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rT^r ^ m^ff ^ 'n 

rntil'iiH '5ii'<f iA ^!T«i uHiTm ^ 'ai^ ^ 

'ilH^iO ^ ^ jwK tiMiKi ^ ^FlI, 5TrT: 3n*fl ^ ^i*R 1^ 
'3^ ^l5II ^ ’^SHT ^ ft*n, ’Tpifl ^l 'ETT^if ^TfiPT 
^ few 29-S”92 w 'swwi ^ aqyit ^irf 

<«r+R*i+ «!*rai aifvfeiR ^ 311511*151 ^ 3fl?r: 

yro 25-TP>, T?^, ^ srfijIwT ^ ^ ^ 

^WH*! ^ ^ ^ fevRt WT iiiTji ^ 

^ t 5RI: TJItcf Wff ’1*1’^ ¥(11*11! 

5 . ^ Tireff nn^lWB^ ^ ^ WW ^ ^«l f 

3raT«n ufaPrtV # ^ ti araraf ¥it ^ 

lA ^n<t!(i ’5II5I ¥ viftw #if ^ 7n«f 11^ ^ ^ f fera^ 
’awf llfefef^ ¥?1 tl (i.wi^'Jlia ’ft 31^ 
f (in*w Rl^^ W "^qR 1 ^ ‘3#TI 1 

6. ^ #fi 51^ ^ ¥TTT ¥Tn¥?ft W 

fej^n I Tl5F(i¥ +1*1^ t^“i fif'^ rT^ ? ; 

1. ¥*mnsif ^tt*tr^' few 17-2-83 

^ VHtfiHiK «Tftr¥l ^ ^ # 3^1^ ^ ^ 

l^inp 30-8—92 tifl’ fer^F 'Tii‘f feiHi? 

2 WTIwf W2S-TJ9i‘, 

1?^, ¥ 3^feitfw fe¥I^ fwi 1957 ^ 

Insn 7?-78 ¥57 dwV-i ¥57 ¥it ’ll? 

i ¥¥T TTSff ¥ft "gfeiT aftiPT 5|^ 

sn# 3lh ¥ra 2(0O)(^J 3Tf¥fe¥¥'^ air^HiT 
"arMf ¥5T fe¥t¥R ainTiT ¥ ¥i? 

4. 3*3¥N? 

7 . utlff (Sllw ¥ft 3^7 ^ ntclfer^^ ami 'Sl1(71'^¥7II¥f 

fermMf ¥ff frgfeTT snsFfew ¥f¥¥5 ^ ^ ^ few 17-2'83 

^ ^7T ^1? ^ ^^¥5T7 "1^ l¥i¥T ^IHI ^1 

¥PftretferfeW ! 7-2-83 ^ sratiff TfesTH ^ aTOfeH4‘ 
¥f¥¥r ^ ^ ai¥f piy'W ¥T I ¥¥¥5^ ¥T¥ ^ fe5 fn(¥ TI 

371^ W Wp¥ ¥51 fefel 30-8-92 W aplf "HT^FT 

"^f ¥ ¥7R7 ^SPt fei^n TW "^¥1 fe5^ ¥fe ^ 

■ 3 ^ ¥ ill ¥5^^ ¥tfew fennw ¥ ^ ¥lfefl ^cn ¥1T Tj'inn f^**! 
¥¥1 ¥¥1 ¥RI 25 -W atferfe^PT '% SgHR ¥¥ g¥?lR 

ift fejm Wl OTITsff TfeaiH 'HTeif ^ ¥¥lfeT ^ 

79»rr ¥5ii ¥ft^ ^ ¥it ¥¥1 ywf'^ life’s srtwlf 
ferT¥57 "S^- 1 ¥5t ¥T| feTtfeRT 

-n^ t[ nwf ¥fr ^¥I TTFlfel ^ TW¥ feaBS ¥fe¥n 
‘F¥ITf ¥l¥¥f¥iT*fcr ^ tw 1# 37aTsff 7fe¥n ¥fl a(ftT'#¥l*fl 
¥5t WW^ ^ W¥ «<4)K ¥S ar^Rfir flJi 
41^1 ^ "RTilf ^7 5 TIt ¥7¥T¥¥ 

TT^ ■*71^ ¥if ■4?! fel^lT fef¥ ¥7 STfeFT ^ M, Stflivf ST¥ 
^¥1 Pft^ 1^(9 AtI 4^ fet^ ^fe¥5 '^m 


¥Wt * 11 * 1 ^ ^ r^tltis ^ <iiH ¥il ■^ifeof 7f7¥H ¥51 ?fel Fl 
31R: 3nr¥f 777¥H ^ fer¥® TffTRi^ ^ ■5n¥?7 'aT¥f 

^ ¥1¥^ ¥5t fil® ¥T¥T ¥n¥l 1IT¥! ¥5T 3lfe?l fel7¥7! ¥5T 

fel^ *1^ ^¥n ^ 7n*T ^fe¥T ^ TlpTI 

^ ^1 757? ^ ’¥¥¥ft ¥PF f 1«f» ai¥T ¥?f W*n 

Tmftr ¥n VIH^ld ailfeTI 37tv ¥ ST^I^TI i 11 ^' aRTRl ^ 
¥fni ^1 7fefef¥ ^ 3rT¥ Wt ^ MHtJ’i i? feR Rl¥ ■j'Ci-^ 

i. 2003(97 )T7T.T3!FT.WI7. (508 (¥]F.'7ft.) T?7T.1I«1 hIMM-*! 
l¥¥5 ^711*1*7*1 I 

2- 2006 tra.Tt.Tft. (.W-^ ^14 ^ 7lf^, 

¥fi¥M ¥5¥ ¥ 3RTfef^ %in¥ I 

3. 1996(3) 1126 (¥¥!¥¥ ^sfRFir) 

h 1 SI^i 37f3*¥n7t RPnl¥¥i7®r 

tliHT=n I 

4. 1994 II 1127 

¥¥ Tlfe¥^ fWT fwT!® ¥R 'ft® I 

5. 2003{4)’q:?l.T7!fT-TB 954.7T¥7¥nr7F5¥l¥¥5^W(felE 
¥ 3TR I 

6. 2000(3) 3(117.-4^7 ((i47¥M) ujHlHl'lrt 

■^iIhTI^ii ^Wi 7T¥¥¥t 

7. 19971^ W.Tft, (IJ,#.) IM CTRJTRPII^TIS?! 

(¥64 ¥ idRl 

R (1999) J ITTI.^.TTI, 14 TTfefRT ^ i¥¥^ felZt ^ 
f3l¥I 

9 . 2004 (3 ) 3!^.1^^,'^,-53S (T377,¥t,) ¥?]57 

1J7¥1 ¥*( 4 * ¥ 3(PT I 

la 1991(1) 3117. ^ 577 (7r46¥R)^^ 

5jfe¥¥ ¥T^ ^yl^l 

II. T(cT, m 1995 (TR,) 71 ^ 

7l¥7¥F TTR ¥1^ ^7W Rllcl I 

12 1991(2) 3m.l5^,34R^g9| (TTiRMR)^ ¥¥5(73 
wri fe¥41 7l¥7*5rT ^¥T ¥t^ I 

13, 1997 (^Tfl.) ^ 104C71¥TarR) XR¥R 

’BfelBd’H =^,'^ f¥64 ^HT?T ¥¥! ¥ 3TRI 

R 2002( 1) 196 (TRTaiR) 3Fl¥efl 

¥T¥m t¥5 77¥I^ ¥l¥l^ t¥^ itSlTfR 
¥¥57 ¥ 31R 1 

15. 2005 S^TTfT,#. (^Tlt.) (TI¥.> ^ 737 fe^W, 

^ "(¥64 ¥¥. 7f('.3^T^ it. ¥ ^ I 

16. 1992(3) (7T¥.) 56 ¥.5^ en?r ^ 

1¥¥4 71¥^*rT 7I3¥I 
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17. 1994 J][ S4K fTpITR) 713^ PTfR 

tiT. ■‘TlH'h I 

18. 20(i5(>i) 328n tw»4FT) 

W1 ^14 W 4 I 

19- 'tl3TI^.3TR 1979 (TP-^ft.) 75 ^ 

StSR?'fe. SltWTnri 

2a- 1984(48) l?tTT,Tp.3RrT, 310' (TP-P.) ^ 

1^, tq<!«s Pi^’-Ji-f^iMi 

2L 1997 [ll TpT-TpTP, 439 (TTiPTH) STR ^ 

22. 2005 III Rl.Tpf.3lR- 1Q78 (Tp.RI.) ^TRip, Rf=uzr 

aqftPRfr 3riRpfTTI 

23- 2001 (1) Tpt.TpT-Tpr* (ip-pr.) 852 Rirp 

aflWrfR^ ■pRfrf’sRfpTI, 

24- 2000(111) Tpf-Tp.^. 1678 tWt) (Tp.^.)p-.4 

Rlf, aflRT *te1V)d TpJ^TH wni 

25. 2005 2279 (ip-Pt.) -srt^ 

RRT RT^ Bt-Jil RT^ TlRRf I 

26. mipf-m 1999(1 > (RRWn) 579 RffITTPt 

3lf»rRTT R(.T(.^- ^ 31P1 

27. 1993(3) ^730 (RP^R’^fpfRl} 

cinn SfftiqiiO ?rt -RlRpTR, Rf^RRlTi 

28- 1999{ 4 ) Tp.’^.^TR- T™5 ip.) 476 ‘^IRUWI 

' 7FP RtelRh srftT^, SIR STTRT^ -gaRT 

9i(t4MKI 

29- 2005 lOlS ((MWfH) 

<ti*Hi'i ItT^ ^*11 7RT I 

8. 3i3iRff RfiifMR 3nff RfTRT i^riiTtfr Rrt 
^ (41 *U tl 

3RIRjf RR 3Tk ^ liTMfe 3r^ rI t SRT: 

^ T(WR ^ TCt fn^jf^W RRIRT RP ITTRl RIRf 
Rft an^ ^ ST^RR TR (f«T ^ R 

ftPT f 1 "RP f % RTr! ^ 

fRll3n“RR:^RiRRf^'‘ 3irT’RftR'*l 

f RftsRiTT TT^ 1 RTflF A 
1^ il IP RW P 3TIR;f^ ^ 

RR fH^4(l ^anr *1f RRT STRpf rT* 1R ^ anRTfPRi 4^fR^ 
^ ^5 pmPnr ?i(R ^ptIrr fRRPi ^ rrt ^ 

3qHR 3TClfe(‘'^31tT im. ^ 5n4 RTI r5t 

R^ rIi 31 l 4ifP R? fH^RR ^ PR^ T^ Rftw 7j4 jIRT 
RPff R RRT 25-T(R>, 4" R TJR ^RTt^IRRR R(t HIcH! RRl^ 

SHRTRRT'^Vn Rl(f RRTQl 3RT; RT?fl R5I IdlR-^ rW 

RRIIRTI 3RIR (PRf ^ IPflR yiRfRftr A ^S?RT (I) 


2005 Ipl.TpT.3lR- (Tp.Rt. ' Rq.RT, i^^lf^fwil R^IK fR'P 
R 3PTRRT f 2 } (2005 ) S Tp.^.RT. 750 TpiT RTR 
WIf! fe? RT^n? W^PT R71 fRRl 

9, -g^tp p ffr^ Rf-’n: rt r»r’>i r ^rtr 

RR TJR^ R ^RVl; t'p M-J’Ri fR PP R 

f4<lf^ T ■ 

1 a. "aWT ^ RTRT R Rtr''f Tfi rtf' ifl RRTi 1^R1 
PRR R PTR TP'T* RKTI 4 v’ ^ tRRR? 3T-^?TR Rl'-’fl 
^ fRR-2 PlT R PFT "RT .R^R fPRl W R i 5 iRR. Pp^ 
RTTTR 14 1^ R ftRTT PP R Ul *P -RTIR T^ Rl RpS fR’lJRR 
firfR P 5 f) fViT-7; RRT (rPR t^, ^ HRiRR R 

R^'RIRTWil ^ TjfpTR TRRT3Tf 17 priRR 24(1 RTR 
PR ipill irr, 'TT Ri^-R RRT^RRT P Riff 751 TReil^ 

^flfp (TBIT RTRT R7 RR VIKw-RR ^RT ‘RRiT Ml TrMI 

Rjf T15 (fiPT R^ % TR-t RRI RRMrI P TpT RR '^4 Rif 
RwTr tt 240 RmTRR t^ V\ RrI rr jtk r rtt 
^^SRT M?T ^ ■RRR ^ iM'T=TrRT RTRt^ R' ?TfRR7 RR WT^ i|fRR 
■M ^ 3TRfR R 24(7 (RTTpr PIR R^TR ^ RHT 

titR Ti;^ f ^JdilM wpr M tpr Rjrl' RTOT tip h 

’orMf Rit iRgf^ ttrr Mfit rrtrttt p ^ M ii 

^^EPT RP r^r^JR/ TRTRiT RRIR RTRIRT^ SfRlPw RT 
RPR P. (8 ^ItSTR ^RgpT RTRRfR TTRmi -RMH-u R RPTl 
4*4+K R? RPTRI jTTRI iTiR^RTR f fp RRR RRRTI 

^5T TPlfP ^ M‘ ;4(} fqTi CT'iPk PTR fpRl p. P 

^ TRpTT R^' RTRT Rp K! 3RT; R^ (rMR "R^ 5lMf pf 5117 
^ "ftra ^ prf RIRT W F I 

l^rnfu ftP5 U 2 : 

11-TT' RF FT^Rl F ip FRT 'iTIIlMT ^ ToMf 
pf PRTIPI ^ fTR RPl 25 -Tjp, ift ^ 3Tf«^TRR TIP 

ajftFnfilp fqqm (<»i's)q) f'I'JH 195" (P fplfR fl. aTiM 

■qm PTR PFFT^) P fRRR 77-78 Pt T^vTRR PT^ ^ 

R| 11 RTTT 25-ip* SfffRfwr ^ [^tt etf 511474+ ^ fp f+Mf 
+MP TT: ^ ^ ’TTRMrT P IrFP Risf RfF THPf MrI d'llclK 
240 P 3TfiTP F RR tTITI 25-T^P ^rffriRRR RTf 
RraRri^ PRT 5TIPPP t ^W’ld Rpp M pMf FIR 
H'lMK 240 PT MrI flfp pff RIRT RRl ^1 PR 25-^ 
aiWTRlT T? Rif Rf^ W-ff HIRRH f farap aq^PT 
pMptt rt) Irpr ^ pt Mr ’PtrIrip' ^ 
3T1RRRP i fp PFM PR PJR pMpR RtT 153=fl RFcl PT 
3T«rt^rH4l4+ SRI tpRTRR R 7F TdiMPf pf ^ 

T?R isRR Rifhern T^ R]> TgR^ 7^ i w 

IRtRTPTlFTRRTTRPTmRTip^TKTl^T^-l 
'^^■^-grMfPrPRRKl f 5TTT:IR Tpfr RRF 3lfMtMRlfcl 
1^ PI RPrll fP TIlMf TT Mr RTH MfRpt RTl ^ TprT 
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^ 3iT*fl ^ ^ afrftftskt 

TIT*jT-‘^pRr ^7H ^ ^ EfT ^1*11 

rn^ftti 15-13 

3rafV ^ *iti '^ly^ ^ 'T^mrT 

^ tlH^’T^fPT^ irfflirfef "fen 
% (Wi nm ^Vfl/^i'^)R*i“n Rb^ 4i(1 

t ^ Tipi^ ^ ^ w -artCT ^ ^ ^ ^ 1^ 

^Yif^rfr^if ^ qR'^jcii i ^ "RTFI ^ If 

^3^ -^3 ^ ^1 wff ^ w^f ^ # 1^ 

‘tifi'e ^ liflini HiflW '!T^ ^ -Jti*! ^1 

f^iritrT sraraiT ^ 3#^ ^ ^ ’ft^ ^ ^«i-’nf 
fsp^ ^rfii^ ^ 'rii TT^ ^ am^ 

^¥T l^ti^ |f S’lfli 'll'll'll ^ JIlHl ^ d'tl^ l^til 'it 
-(^ cTTRl ^ ai*TT 'it ^diMi ^ flit sjf ^hRi 4> ^ 
!^i|i<ii 'TVi *n 1^3 iin ansff^HHRf 
%t^ TR ^ ^ 'll *ftl ^ Wf^ 

ifl'J'fl'f ^ •ii.H ti“n4 % 25 ^frfVft'T'-l ^U ann'“n 

*it y+iui wn w i ?i*iT anr^fw^r 

^'1 ^ ^H1 l*%t <hH^ 3f^n^ HITll*! 3'wjflH '*l|t|ffm 

^ ^ "^la^ 3iT5ffpi^ TTJTT^tr^ uifnij ^ 

«rrwflt wii *it fTi^3R7 ^ 1^ i\ va 

-flf W ^ sik ^ ^^ affopn 

feail H'ft ^‘('W’i airtff ^ 340 WMK ^Prt 
^ tl«r 1^ ^11*11 'M STTI ^WTcl n+.l*'! 'it *TO 

35-T^^ 3lfVPnF1“^ ’SF^tsTT ^ ^ iPraftlTT ^ ^ ?it Tn«iT ^ 

54*Fft «HiPti 1?^ ■’^ in'iidR 240 '^irf l^rm, 

fir^ftrart^f 3i(Tt ■oi^if ^ ^ ti^ 

efttri I 

13. 'W 'iWf aig^TR ^ 

Ric(|.ji4t ^ 2n*if j f^fjijn ^ [^4 f*f3T d+i^ 

"bln^ “ilw'ilf ait fratapl ^ trFIT, ^ ft) aoHi 

aPT t atir w afbsrn ^^ it 'irai aai 
#1 su^ti^ mrW ^ ^ aR^ifl! Ti^ ail wnof fti^ 

nit TiHi aai f I uisjT ^ am^ 

aiintf i¥ ^aa ^ aift^ ii4?a(T 

^41, ftat^ ‘^*iK ^ih 1 STlft ^ 'iiH fti^ (i*t^®n CTun a 

ftaft ^nn aprt 

^ afti^ ^ ^ ftiftti ^ a| f a«n as 

^TR^tui ftaft) 2-8-95 ^ 31^^11 lar lit ’'iFTi Tpii'^' a*ift) 
Tii^if ai^lror flrtw ^ ^ -^f *iri ^^rt ^=5 aiR 
aapw tnaiarl apFcftnr (^lat aftia) ^ 
3ii4il^<i> siPiait ^ ^ aftwai ^ ait ai^ 

ft^itaar ^ *i^ att ar nairtt fl®?! ftrHt aft^ai fjJl ^ 
wm ^ w 25 -ica an ^ ^a^Tifttaaffiate 
'^a' ^ 3ijait as/ftataa) ait jilt ^ aft'sui i^f 


ait ^ Rpm ^ yrrt4jH siaan'm imt ?it ai ^laitSt t 
aa ^ al^'dfli aifeita eit, ^ alw sur fiara: a^i 
ftaraiti sw'ifl saiifli ^ aftaiait 
MMi ^1 Jiti: 5ia>q'4 ^ ^IPl 25-1^ Slftjfttpi aST arci*ii sVii 

ut tipiT afei ait aftr ^ ^ arai aiftffttf 

HRata awjfPT ^ aafttra ft'ift 2006 li H'^.^jn.^. 

■4ar i046(TTEi.Tit,) fa^ 3iW TraiTr awt ‘^f. 

ufipnftci 31^ aft am 25-T?a ^ ^ ^ 

ti^Taa ^ ^aitfiT ait ^ar aait^ air ft^ sai 

ftaa 77 ail ■aatftc^ Tjt at aft am 2 S-i 5 a-a)T 
a^rftpi a^ aiai aar tfr ^ar marfai siftsi ait 3 iHi+a 
a^ ftmi aiT aait1l^ s?/t ^''iiai ^^11^ aiaata i^atia 
-8iiaF5ia aftra ftmr f ft? ftaa 77 maan 

samnai star an at HiaTiaia aa at aft ftataaf^ aator 
tftrtdt ail ^laR®! ftiai st at aia sat antiiR ar flftar 
■ 5 = 1 : 1 ^ lif sirt an ^rfawft a^ st laitiTi swia ^ 
fliftaTait^240 fta ^qaiari: st^ an Tpai at fti® ^311 
ti 

13 . 3R1 ^tin anff ait aitr "H "Siaq af^iti si^+ik 
sa liaa '^f ^7t ^ ^ a*at ait ta-mi a aaiif "srt^nnfts II 15 R 1 
ait ^tsiii 6win yam*! ^ m'^ 16 ^ st^ ^ I am ^^lai 

3qRT?iT. arfasMt aiftnair 240 fta aii^ 

ftiaf, sn a'a ait ^>t4 ^ aiq ^ ^s/a'a ^ aftarftB ftiai 
aar ^1 ^'ti*ti trr^r ti^ ta^3 stq ftic ^ ^aiair ftataa 
.ftmaiiF^i?ns#n,sfa^atnai wli cRS ^ 
■Hjatst'mr ’^lafftR aitei ftt** 7m gal ^ niatrl at 
aftaifta ftiai aai % fti (ntst^ i^a? a^ ait sqala ^ aPia> ^ 
240 ftaaipfftiai, aft'Mtufflaftfl ftsaraaifi siaitii’^f «pi 
^aiairia srt staai arr 240 fta ftmr anai aiar aar ari 
FTfFia yarn*! a®a th W ^ ftim ai^ f 1 ^vii-ii 

0^4*117 TFa ftisi TTra ^ 'll 3iftiPnm aft ara 
25—'t'fl> ^ ^ ^T jt^'n aiai aai *if aiafti awifl 
iRRui Titaj flftai aft mIt ^ fa® a^ f 1 ^mpr 
aftrs! ^4 fas® fV4t at^ S^iai ^ ats a^ siliT ®ir 
ft/Hiai aar fa^i^l as^ snarasaiaiifartm 

fa*laHi ait al ^ 1 ^' as 'ft siRiiiftn ftpn aarft» 
^Piai liaa vtnt aia^ *ft’^ 1aaasfl*l_^tt IVi-g sa ft™ta 
fa^^aftia srjaRapff mrsaR^ftar’^aa 'flat ait 

aisf ai. tnaf ait sftr ^ fti® a^if ^air gi*n 

asi57 ftm® ^IJCDIT ftitei ift aiaata ‘^aiaista ^ 
am 25-i5[aJ(^) 3rfaftaa a ftaa 77 -ti aa aipcfaa mar 
^ftmif^ras aama # Trpff aft ^ 240 fta if fti® a^ 

I ^3^3iFi ^^a7 gpiaa fta® ni44 ^ 

fl*a ffl STaaa aaiTa ^ aiaff ^ 1 ^ ^ I gsr ^leiai "if flftar 
am 25 -^ an star mar aar ai ftr^ swna 
114)1111 ^ afaai ait aqtr fii® ii ^^rm 






syn 

"fR TF5ITW1 TT Mt 77 

^ 7R ^ Hm ‘i^ll fiw< |fl H^V'I ^ ^.'Hl 

W fro 11 tTT7 ^ -JRr ^^CT<r TItt, 

ij. wrt WfiffT jRlJl Tjf^SinT 

^ r^fi* ^Tfirin ^ ^ iram w 

Trail ^itMTjT h*-.j; ■fTrTFtT Tfl.yTF.^. I^RTra? ’*^1^ 

. 'Ri,iTT|,in, Bf iTra 11^' "ti-il^ldld ?nif 
Tr3np»TR TH^ ^ M1 *h'| '^’ 4frH<fi siu ^ 

25 “TJ'l’► ^^"jr'rT'H p'lii f^tS m^ f-Ki'in ’iVTTd 
■fl T^ ^31111 JJ-il II rt "RTtN r^<)o& 

■i, Tiw?n 2i-T^ if mt |Rf w ^ 

^TS^PI tjssttTR lira 's^JUTId^l ^ fR. 

WRT TRWR TT=^ ^ 

Tim <qT 25-^ if ^ ^1 1^ sifafw i+d»(ti 

TROT IMiT+I ^ ^ ’Wl ^ TFT^ 5PJTIR R4 m+ "T SIT®ff 

■gjr r-fiiN-f ^ .vram: M "^ifras sTfra^i' ^ 

pPTRR H i^, itH fin; ^ ti 5(rti; “sfr tt^jrt ?tt 
ifra^ T7 TO ^ ^ ^ "^i 

TT. 3 

14. w ^ ^ ^ ^ Msrai -qr 

tniTnaif^ Trail h ^ ^iKild^ 3nTOTiTOi?*i-l ^15R-14 
flpl ^13^ ^ ^ TraV ■'T 3TT^ 15-151^^ cr«n 

Tj^ 5R1 7 "Ef Tr4 ^1 in fR? ^ ^ 

sn^ ira' PHftdd sraftr Trar M unr Wf^ ^ niro 
■q^ qn4’^iPin?Tifi^'CT’^ ^ ■’R if, ^ 'It ^ 

■qraTTrartiTiTOi^Ti-i ■nT[q-[4 ^ ^ Tirsif ^ f^-2 

t^npif nil4fiiTR-2 ^ tg rTSlJ sirarlrirai TlRnTf^W 

ti in tTO n iTifl ^ nnra Iran n ^rraftra 

3TITOrnr^Tjd srafy sf, m rtot irt 

3dr*#RiT'^ llTTT 2f 4iT){#^) IW^nR ^rffRl fjnqii ^ 
TRifra"^ ^ TR^ n iirm ttPri ^ ^raTsi nwRi ^ ^ ^ 
■rarT: ^ Trarar R wqr tott iTO f i mnm trot ^ ^ 
MTTO (fir^-ai^) iraf'^T^^n nn 
Tj^ ^;f#R 4HTO ^ l^iteTn -BEra 1^ II 
^nnraf 3fr OTT n TO ^BSRmn.nf, 

TPl -Rl-ltlH fnfq ^1 ITffi 3lt?rfrafT ^3!^ ^PfRT HHIVT 
rarauR if tron 

^ i iiTl!<H nn^ ^SFRT TratT ira 2007 i u?i- 
TO 717 fro^ f^i;sTiftim feftii 

^ irft Tra*I n yPrlMr^d ^ ^ TTHT fe TO ’®t1^ 
Iroaif 3IRjlT*Rl lUlTRi ^ era? (qi-^ ^0 

TTira ^ ^ RTT^ ’<17 f^ nnr ^trS tri 

’Trarfra ^ hri 2 (ni) sfrfVfw i ^fSra -jt^titt 7 ^ 

^"i^TraRi HSU ura 2(4tRf) ^(tfyfiTqn ^ sd^rra: ’^fl 
VHirM ^ TOmm i ttct arrafi w Tran n '^if 

^ 3m n TO ii«ii (L) TO'TO. nRTmraiT =1 


IPart 11 —S)-.r, 3(ii)] 

3Rl fnilj rirT<<+Ti ^^TOT <£d|-+4if, ( 2 ) ■gTSll TTf^ llniFll 

g Sira "fn^ ramFij (3} ■‘roijr tflBrafi STfiramt 

ally I Pi* rarqirsROT ^li'frai, (^; Rm^-mn-TO^' 

■q^T "nlwi TTO tr: -r -sifimf^ Ui^SH nn 

ajiRsn ’fnrai TOTR TROT n ^ % TO Pnifn 
■R fSTi, nfTOK ^ uTO^nrai mr ■<17 R ■Rjtfn -mfra 

15-is 7 

■^f Rq TOT TO Tran ■R '5im nf^ ■Rimfra TEmiR ■raraiTOT 
if h 41 4tfH firifn ^ p. rt pnra ‘sr^ ^ um ■r 'To 
^ Tnn! ^ gjf^-R^Rra 3Riii sra^'m'fTORfR^ aranf 
Hwm: 'nffsitT'afti^TOiTRraiTOKi 

Pi'jf'i ^^. 4 

] 5. ai^cin ■?! Trafim ^ 31R "iRTran 

^ 31T*IR RT TTiyf feFl ir^RR RR aifll^TTf ‘Rif f 
m! RR "R'Tt^ M^'ii fin ttrit 1 1 

" ^fm RvirariTO fi-^wM Rifm i^, if TJmnR 

4 ■1' 

^ ?iT Rnf^nffirorai i7-2-)9?i3 n 3a-s-92 3Rr 
utmilTTO ^R n anmIiRm nfira: ^ nra ■r ■fmflf^ 
flFT^ ^ RTOTTT "fTOm 30-f!-92 n 4OT 3 

flfffw ?iffraif RTl fipfrf^ Rira if yryf nft 

sram iff' RR RR’-i-fll'l "TO TO ^ I TTIllf Rfii 

tl^il hi 4 Rll 3lfVRRTT KI" 

16. ^rait aiR’f^RTO 30 T-iOGS mi ^niRimra R 
PrUsllRI ■^imq ^RFR -W^RlTITmrTRH Umil/HW fHiJRlTtTIK 
^jR ^Rra I 

Tfiira MR,IVI ■?TRf. raraiRtn 
32 -^rara, 2onfi 

w.sTr. 2647 .—arorfRm'fniTii arifsfmiR, 1947 (I94'; 

RR 14) Rff iiKT 17 ^ amnrar i. nram fmpmR 
Rifm ^ H 9) tjriV m Tran fmifRfRif sfir 3 rrj RiRRuff 

^ im, afunfRRT n m^roi Trram 

ifliiiniRi arnimm^nR raramm nRp m (’ni^TfisRT 
ni511^-56/1996) Rff ■RRRW mraf t, ^ Trram mi 
22-8-200U ^ wra^sn 'RT I 

[Tf, TO-430]2.<5.'19%-^ aiR (TO) ] 

RnsT, ^rm sif^mi^ 

New Delhi, [he 32iid August, 2008 

S.O. 26^7-—Tn piisiiance of Section 17 of ihe 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1^4? t^l4 of iy47). The Central 
Oovemment hereby publishes ihe Award {Ref. No. CIT- 
56/1956] of the Central Government [ndusuial Tribunal' 
Labour Court Jaipuriiow as shown in ihc Annexure in tlic 
[ndiistrtal disputa between ihe employers in relation to 
the management of Hindu:^tan Copper Ltd., and their 
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woirkman, which vm waived by the Central Government 
on 22-08-2008. 

[So. L430J2(^S;i'lWMR{M)[ 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk GfTicef 

^ i. #.3TT^^t 56/96 

BJ. T(FT.-430l2/5/96-ari3;rtt ( WtV) ft. 23-11-96 

flft ?ni 80, ▼sit'i ftwT, 

m ^ 

..311®S 


Ti?i^ ’g!ri 


.snreft 




•HdwBi sfr U4iivi 

■ar# wIti^ : eft sitt, ^ 


3raraf ^ 


sft ■sg*0T Tl*»f 

ftrf^ aimii :3t)-7-200« 


^ iJttft ^ 3ntirtf ^ cf eitIFTT ftt 

^ ^ ^tfes tJT ^nfOT ^TR Tr*Il ^ 

^*([iR ftpn ^ .tfJtjlPw ft'ST? 194 7 (^ 

ftttf*! ^ 3TFt ’•ntt fciSIT •jpi’l'ii) aft ^TTTI Zi-tja* ^ 

J°ii ^fVo ^ 3tft|pRR aft WTI 25“^ ^ 
3ifVftRa ^ fttatr 77 ^ Twtr aft* ^ anrt i 

aft I tntff aft’^ ■^atr cs^ft ast^ awf atTFii ^n 

■j^f aaft ^ aft eifHdJf aft'9Tffafti^arn2.t-T!;^aq 
Twaa t a*TT 3^1irftiaa aft am 25 -tr aitft aft ^ 
^ arrft ^ ithii 3Ra>n aft 3151# «ft aift ’?fti 
^argfta ^fliftTT -ar^fe a an^a amft ^ tfraai aft fa: 

-jISfi 3aft?i iaafst? jo-s-nz aft st sria ’ftrfaa tarai 
taift. amT aft ^art^ fftran waft ^ wm lawfo ftaa a ar=^T 
Tna ■atft ari imii arfci i^anai 

3. aitntfl aft 3 ftt a?m an aaia ftrr arr mfw 
OTftftiaf tn*l! aft 'jfnaiftitaJ ^ ^ a 

jflnefi ff 5 *iH ^ arafft^rf "ft ^tafftra fanr aai famft 

fnytaH an aftf tST*^ eflfaaa? trrMf ^ ftim aiff mrni 
^aafftaa; aaal ^ 5 iT 5 ftft*tar eiTaaft ai Twa aft aTawr 
"a^etH a ijjaaa ^ ^Tfa1?r sh’^IVici ftft ftf arat 
^mpTT 'ni trar ^ara faara ft 2^7 

^ ^ 39rftr ^ I aiara ft' 5ffPT aftRT 

ajsff aft tTn*iT ^ ^ifaar tst 

Mi a^ Tmjpf ftta ar a^a*i ftwfaR ', ift mnR ifi 
aiMf Ml, aaiiiiT^fiaftftatgf^w^'^ aftvTarft'aftf anrft 
aft^ aft am 2[»ii) (#^] ^maani 3fF^pTn 
jfffttf ^ ^ -snta f[sr^ aoft aft mrifm ^ 

^8] ^ ^ amft fti aa snaift ar a^ imm ^ arm 

flfcTRT I 


1. TTWTj ^ TT^n^rr ftrvfl 'h TTTtW 3ir^TT 
taftft 1*1*1 ftaia w ^araiTMaRTri aft aiWpjfa tg fftfftfti 

ftiarf! 

‘'Whether the action of the Tnanagenneni of Kheiri 
Copper Complex, Hindustan Copper Ltd-, Kheiri 
Nagpr, in terminating the services of Shri Puran Ram 
w,e.f 30-8-92, after employing him as casual workman 
w,e,f. 2-12*8! to 30-8-92, intermittently without giving 
any Opportunity of employment before employing 
workmen Junior to him, is j ustified? If not, to what 
relief the workman is entitled and from what date? 

2 , ineSf triftataftaftrft'faar^aft^ftarrnafeft^ 

a?^ ftar fajar aai Pai+is^ 'mTssr ftwt aanr 

ineif aflareff ft f^ni* 20 -fi-Si ft eiftw ^ 
ipa ft a»nt air ^ mt 1 fiyfei fafM ft arMf vi'nnn anft an 
w Mtftrg annftf ^ ^rfMatiRiii ft f^'trtr 30-8-92 ft iuftF 
aft aiTif ftftT ai7ftar air 1^i ^ ftai 


4 . ijuiiaj|bp TT^ 3i5i*Sf ait aaia ^ 1^ ^iiMf aft OTaftwat 

anaT^ftl^ Tiaaar Ttarwi ■feafa? jo-w-tJZ it^ 
aft aiafv ft tnsft ft anaft^ anftar "ft ftnt^ 

■gn^t ^ a?rf ^nuRri ^ laai ^ yi^fi aft 
jiHiHiO ^ sffgMtT'wa ?Taai, ant: "HiMf ari a? ateat 

■ftni aoTR "jft ftai ft ■^Mat air 1^, acm f 1 inftf ft afftm 
aiT 'ftftfar 29 -B -92 aa? a«aa*ii ^ aaft 

fh?aii mftaai wfftarar aftftfaan ft wnaa^TFtft sr: 
aw tta, t arTa^taa ft Tnaaift an afti 

Twaaaftil^ft’lftlftlftftt Ma^i^WfS^wsBlftaT’nat 
1 1 3(iH: Tn*fl atr afta tsiHa ftft ft*a ainan 

5 , ww ft ’aiftf aa wft a»f ataa aa ftTi i 

fsppft JTiiTMi irPtf^M ft’ ftt aft ftt ft 

ft npT^ a ^ ft tfiaa aa ftai ^ f ^iMft 
aift a%fMa ft-psTwaft ti ft! aaftamftaft 

t ftiaari 'Brftaa a*a?MB fftar ■arftari 


333«GiA}6~-lQ 



I'HL GAZETTE OF [N[)IA : SKlTENUiTK :0,200!t:-BJ-iADRA:';), 


IFaic- II ■ Si;.JuO| 


53l‘) 

ft, ^ TCT # 'm 

fsfnni *3^ -P TR 'RR rra ^ r ; 

•L ^ TTiiff A f^iifr ■?T?5iR ^ 20- 

^ ^ e^qil 'ifiT 

30-S- 

7. ^ TIKff 5fT ^ VT^T 25 IR, 

R, TT^. ^ fH^rq 1 0.-5 j r 

ftTm 77-7S ^ Trx^ ^ ^ 1^7 

3. ^ 3n*jf ^ qft’irqr q 

aTR *':rrn 2 (-3^1) ^ ^ 7^17 

5ITRi ^ H^l JlH aTR^ ^ RRR ^ 

4, arjTTTR? 

7, TjTiijf ^ 3rf7rWV q atnrfr v RR-tn 

^ T^T fT*;^r ^ ^ q#' feRT RRT ^ I aTR; 

fRW 30-S-Rl ^ W^nsff'ffWR arsffFRir 
SrfiT^ ^ ^ tf ITR^ mi ^ t “R "fF tfTff4 ^ 
’3^3^mT^t#<rR^tfM^^30■■a-y2 
'n fq3RR ^ wmi Rn4 ^ jfp tt gs 

^ R ifr ^ RTfer RRl R ^ RtfSTT ^ ^ WRR f'JRfT 
iwfmi w 7;-T^ srfVfw ^ 34 ^rr ^arra^ r gnfr" 
R f^ w anrRff msTH ^ Tnmf rtt ^ Wr? '^. 

<HHif fTRtBflT R?t IVT 5Rff ^ RifRRJ ?4r3R)l' 

i f^ fqqftR ^cR 

mr ^ Ti^ ti !jT6ff R?i ^ wPtT i; r 

arfR^ RTRJra f^r i||- smiKff rtt afiR tr^ 

+i<=ll "H "^ISRT +iichrt ST^RffT RSf TTt I 

M ^ 1^ 3H|q U-l inm Rit a^ T7 

TTfT^ RTT TTO feRl PiRT R7 an^ ’R f^, STyT^Tf 
qwi'i'R ^s/i 0?! tVi<^ ^TrI^ miRI 

'fl'il ^ 11*1 erf' ^ RRR "RtT RltRe^ ^f^tTPT RR ^RTT ^l 

ayr: afUTsfl 'TfwiH f^Rrg: ar^RR^m ^ wr yis'fl 

^ RiRc^ ftr? RRT -myi RiKff RR an^ ’fyf^ arafy rt: 
fkff ^an t eim fern ^ Rffe^ '.^T 

% R^ t I |?I (RF ^ 1 ^ yrmf RR ThfT 

RRiriRT RR -JITRTTrT 34T^ if t 'qR aTW FtR 

’sfmr ^1 yf^ifirv i STRR RRif ^ ■RRsfR R ’STfR^V yiRl R 

■prmflRR 1R!^ ; 

1, 2003(97}'i33P.W‘3TR, fiCiff ('qR.'qR. HldM<^.< 
ierflRiTH [sR^'fi ] 

1 2006 Tjg.lff.-Rt, [T^?T. TTRO 574 g^sR 

?flwi TT^R R arar ’#TOR I 

3 . 1996(3) RR 1126 CyRTR R ?rf?7TFTO 

Rh|TR 1^ Rt^jrafR arTv^qt aftsfifriR? h i r i nr^hin i 
■ teR? 1 


4. 1994 Tl T^.TTp,'?. I ! 7.~ ■ -i^H'j RRJ.R'T 17 R ttti -ti, 

RftRFR ■'WT ttctjt ^ t^I 

5, 2003(4) qjR.Tr^T.RR ■><■}. TnRynr tttt: f^ 

^ 3RR I 

6 2000(3) aRT.lTTTT, :.T]T. ■ 447 'r^4R; ^{RRTRTR 
RRRRTTR R^'f^TT: -'!~i-i 

7. 1097 ■: :■ I M (RR.} T'af^TR ttjr 

fq^iS RT7 n j!--? 

8. (1999) 3 T!7?.T-frR-7, ' -I R'R 

^?R1 r 

9. 2004 (3) qfl.Tir.^. 7.V ; ^.’R. 7 qmi 

TJiORl ^ yJ^T 

Ift- 1991(1) RR.qR. an TT; 5^'?' r -"'R-' 

({T-ioh Rr<R 

11. 75Wq, qj?l,S7n. 1995 :'r.r. ; 7] vpT^ TR ^RT^T 

^s^^STR "{/^T^ -' ■ T. I 

12 . 1991(2) qR.qrl, 3T1?. ^R:T i^91 ( RTTysm} gR RRRRT 

^ fWTTJ TRRSiT- RR. 'fl'i3il 

13. 1997 ;g7T,: UiJ'TTWn) R?7?1T 

yl^lWR) ifi-ii, TR t^' ‘fi RiRiqi -Rj iR 3 ;^ I 

14. 2002(1) ^^^.iri.^. 296 'TTTTFST^; aRTRRR 

J11Rl!i| RR1 'J'R'T '•■■''■rijii nSTrT: 9'l^TqTR 

arfyRiTtr’fft.Rfr.ari.'f. r .apsi 

15 . 2005 ^o^TTR-TTf. ■. q.RT. 1 ■'. TlR. ) 7.17 fRRTrT. 

’^33!3TR r^fiT* "RTI. TTI.iTR.R. ^ aFR I 

10. 1992(3) Tf^.TRT.xfT iRTT.; 56 r:^ trir Rpi 
fRf^ TTRTSFR TFR i 

) 7. I [)94 iU : '[-T-J. n) ;.-Fiim TT*^ h^m 

^ RRRftqH S^. fRFT: nw R1. TTmi ; 

le. 2005(8) ara’^.'r. nrRiriMTrR) 

^ jff^TY -R apT ! 

19. "qaTi^.m 1979 ) 75 tn^FTH 

RRR^ fe, fR^ ariWFl I 

2ft 1984(48) qR7.miTrr. 3 10 (q?3.FT.) ^ 

%, fR?5 tRTjRRro I 

21. 1997 III q?r,iq[?r,i, 430 \V^^) 34R Wiqr Vt 

TlRT^aJTR qi^R 

22. 2005 tJI ^Tf.t(?T. an. in''?< {q?!.^.) anT.qtr. -ysn^ 

■ilI r^II efi S^fqR'TR . 

23. 2001 (1) qd.qd.qR. i qJI.’RT.) 852 tRRRTTf^ RlR^ 

aflsilPlRi T?rTrf*r5mT!, p33R37 i 


Mh* ibJi 


1 I I4f I 












itrtt ^ wnr; 20,200 «s/’ti? 29 ,1930 


5515 


24. 2000(111) 

3n^. -jiftti? H^itici 71^ I 

25 . 2005 2279 (T^^T-Tfr.) % afftp 

»T1^ (jqiO I 

26. mi5?l.3nT. 1999(1) (Tr^R*TT^) 579 3rftI7^m^ 

auftprarTfei r*it^ Tiw^RnM ^ wsi 1 

27- 1995(3) ■^730 C'^^^tRiW) 

riM 'lldJ^'1 ?fffT *^l4[n4, '<itiMr?1l I 

28. 1999(4“) '<’ti.H'7i.34R (’^.’^. 'it. 1^*5 T^.) 476 TfelFTl 
TF??I Itre® TOThN 9IH Tfsm 

W(!^ I 

29- 2005 1015 (^iJiwi'i) r^Tun 

4)^Hi ’^s^r im \ 

8. 3iRnsff 5if7iPTlV A anpft ^ wn ineif 

^ SlfM<l) e'Hi Mi'llK ^1 5H‘^1 

^rdR<w 31511^ ^ a^R ^ ^ ^-a^r i aieTr 

VilJj 779193 1^) dyotfl frJftTT HHM ^TRT "311^1 Tl*ff 

^ 3HI^ ^ ai^TTR ff, pi Tltsi "SnMf ^ 

if lit T^t^iiT ^rqr ii ^5^ ifTi t % "siTUf ^ 
RiilijH 'TifT TTPNw” «0 ^ 1^ 

4*1^ 3lrt "^FTT 1^ ^ri“Dni TJP^ 1 ^ ‘5r*fl 

^ Tf vr it*!! sotmT ^ aPrarf 

t^nTn^i ^1^ rn'il'^i’i f^’iMi ^ ^ 

sr^llTI 3Teil(|'*-^aiM ^ 'JJPl" ^ ^ TT^ff Pl^Pw ^ 
Tfi till ppim^ ^ HiHri)' if aHt) 

iFHT^l lira 25-W. ^ ^ 3 (tPt1w 3(n1^ ^ 11^1^ ^ 
311^7^^ bIti niH" 'ffiiHi 3ra; 7TT®fl ^ <n ^h T^lfTTT B)*f 
qmmi sn^ (T^ it 7W*f3 l^sn TTf^lPTpJ ^ (] } 

2005 T(53.T5^.31R (T^H.lft.) *R1R Btm*i 

^aisrw (2) (2005) epT.3ft.iJt. 750^wt3rfi?3e 
■'f^TRS lq^<a tTl®iwi^ aflTOflT^ 

9. 3feiT '91 fmHi I ^ 'Pt’Ht TT^iT’^r "^f ^41^ 

d*!*!! +t'*lV WMJf I: ^71 ^^1“ 

10 . !i*iTui^5rsTf sif*w^ 3nnif!^n5f^3i(^ftrar 

"^1^11-2 sfpfV’fifift raf ^ 15 

w^f M 10 "M 3n1^ 7# f 1 RHii fnij^ 

■firfir ^ ^ gpRf frrfT) 1RT f-fTRn 1^ ■^Trarro 
"ftf RFIT "RRI t”! tiH™ ^ P? ^ ^ ^TWR 240 


sff’F ^ nen iniSf ^ 3ft mer pt Itt fw pi^f *ft ■ar^ 
^u[?giSRT^ ^ iraif^ ^ pR "aft 

31^0 # 240 ¥T>TOR f^ PI 71^ ^ aft? ^ 

"ftTF ^ "3^ ^ ilpRilR HH^dT ^ ^ 

^ T(^ ^ SIflift) # 240 WMR ^ ^ ^ flttf 

fas -qra ^rft B'W'Td TRTOT 4^' W PTT tl 

maft ^ rnyr*! Rtrfl ^ 4 Tift #l 

^t=S. W ''fwTRrT ^niR ^TTRl^ aTRlftFI 

18 «if^ arjHR Hml*i ydlmf -ft TTFn 

%4.4*U ^f^iI?“^ttraT3TnT aiM¥414. tfe^uft'SIT^ 
irraPTT ^ ^ 240 to rRraiT 3!T^ ton Ft, -sftpl 

n'ln'Ji T? RTRi R^ii ^1 ariT: rF totif maff ^ afti 
I 115 FTm^ ’'TiaTT Ran ^ 3^tT tqf?* f^lafttTtoRl “ATfir § 1 

tofar fir^ 71, 2t 

11. W tofif "fti R? ^«iii "I w arwrafl R niaft 
Rlt ^RT 3T*nto Rft TTF VlIT 25 -T^j ^ T^ srfMtora F*IT 
afRittoj toiR C^^) tora 1957 (wit to toPr-^f arrft 

■RnTtolR tiff'll) ^ ton 77-78 3R 4wl'vi-1 IF^^Rit 

Rfti Rra2S-tr7J3lftrt^^1to’TT37to^ttotoft 
RiitoTT Rft ^ URTfRi 3ft tos^ srft Rf^ pto wmj 
240 to Ri arf^HF i RR Rra 35-R7P aifRtora Rft 
RIFRT toRT ^ 3fR¥R4i f to^ PTIRF WTW Rf RTRf SIR 
31RT7IT1 240 to Rft ^R1 tor R^ RTRI RRI "^1 RIR 25-3ft 
ariRpIRR Rf Well Rft RtoRT IWaft TTRRPT ^ [^wW 4I 
rIr Rnton 3it tolit totR Ml rh ift Ptririt ^ 
IVi^, aURTRR) ^ HR^ 'll ^ 'non RhJrtTT Rft ^3Rt 'isW 
arato Sra l^nifan Rf Tt ^iPTRft Rft Rft^Tir ij^ 

3^"3^3 oiR'cni ^^Rf "RR^ rW 34Rit tor «*i(i Htal 
TTRIRT Rtti ^TRRfT RRiT’R Rf 7J^ HRRf RRT^’^I 

pr TjRfl Rf R|*fl RTT RTR Rift i 3RTt pT 7J^ RF aifRfRuifTTI 
*1^ ftmi ^ tf'll til Rtaff ^ R17^ uiIhuT Rft RrI ^30 

R^RT^majfRftiftsitTgRfi^tonRRTFli pto arlftfto 
■nrsff-^to; tor Rtaft riRrt^ ^ ^ R fR^Rti rt rw RTtot 
'Prjto 15-] 5 rR aft tRriR RiT*f 3^ fRff’Sfl 

srafti ^ fto Rti 'fWR RR7 fefi?R3 wiR tos: 

imiRl^ 31l1lfto ift RIRRtR 3^RRR ■:R1RR4R R TtfilRlto toRT 

■ft to Rf?T PR Rtrft/JtiTito'ii Ritolft fR^RTI toft RiR 
f 3R RlRFft ft totw’ft RF 3TR6at R^ Rft 35nfft to ft Ro 

RSftRrftftf "aft Rft^tT TJ^RRlftl mftt ^ RTI RR!R ^ ft'3RR!f 
*ft ft? ftPT ftl Tn*fi ^ RRlftf ft R^ 3RRT ft to ‘FTlft 

^t ^*iiKi Rftt Rii iM'Til Train RRira 3 ft R^ fti fito 
tofttr snnftT R!t afnft ftt RFftiRfiiFRiT WTRFto’gan 

ft toRffft SrfRR) ^ ftftR ft’ Rift toR RR ^ift STiRrI R13 toR 

ftRP'3RTR)Rftift‘ asraift to'S^ toftt ftf^fWRftRfl' 
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Kii- tjA/i. ni'; Of i\[)iA- M;i'f 

f ^sin ^ '-fi f tit«? ^ 

jr/Tj 'jr, '3^1? t|T 

-3:51^#Tr 7 ' riET'?r TT vl 'fr 1 fn ^ ip.i 

^ 'JT-l 1 ' - irT iTfy^Tp^El w\ Tf=»=T^i 
iq' ^ ’^■p^ ipiT Y- *1 

pp‘ 3 ^ M ^'1 vryjnr^ ■R!--ii^ ^rrFT 'f ■ 

1: vt?-:'?h;c 'hr TTl Ti^rjif srfiw^t ci^'rf:^^ 

7W^ til Ti; r>--T ifpxrr:^ T!" h ?3fl TfrJ'vj ■:^: Tj-jfr T^ 

'j;'r^ ^ ni 1^ y;y. ^ "^r 

^k:-'''i a 'J]'JV ■*! :-H' '^j'^ ^ 5 ^ ^ 

tITT Tlxir >a:\ i^.-ii- T'^T^ ^ VTC 2S W 

f:p^ if T^r^^-fv- -q .r f #T Tpy: ^ i^T 

f^-' ■S'" ’^■'i i^uc. v.T^ f=>T'^'. tV-t 

^^1 -f in'; ‘'i?: ipq ^1^ T-^f ^ ^ ’=r^ '^~'^ ■ 

■j --^'h) Zf; C'fT? =r:?.' '^lP^.' ii :^-T' 

'Mvh'^: ‘T ^i '-P ■■* I ’^; ^ '^rr fjTti -3^^ 

't.: r^^JTlF ^ ffRl. ^ 'rf-Yn P TiT Vf ^ 

%Yfevi Y:'"'': ■■'. ’:‘ji '^3 W ^1 

^ -iYt' It -'T'JI 'Pt J-TTl e^. ^ '-=*1 '^1 

riT^r‘^qT;v 'jI-'TT ^ -Fi 

T 3 iT=r 'if; f-pr'ir^F ■eYYtti "ETt:! Iti Y ipr' 

7t' ttjj: vr'-Tn? 'T^ 

M-tt ^iTpp iiit^ T 'srFTT ti 

'^'.n 5 ! ^ "T*/! v' I '-i-Pr.T -rf'H H ^ 

W TTJv^ vlTIV tF' >T7q Tf' T'^f' ^ 

qjlTSfTjn : ^■■^).' ^ iT^PTT ’qPiH t ^^qfrs 

7 n«? .viiTF^ii^: 'vKf T T^Y ■“ en ^ ^rRi w 

YvE fl--; PT-T^ :; ITTT 3^.^ : ’Y" 

^ir-^fTJT'j: i[ft|T+n Y: Tqir'i ^ 

^ ^*r ^ 3i ^'’■h! 'r<p^ T^ Y i:'-'!^ 

yi\n .:.^ ii '^ wr V'Pi'^^t qiiT' hpp ^i 'tpi' 'F 

■IPjlJTt '^'r -iPE <T Tfrfi W 'ilTf ■Yt H 

TTN ^ -j :;Tfr':FYi ^TiST.Trpr sir Tq^:r ^ 

^tiTP^'T f{^r i-Y^Tr^ " ^r. trPT ?;rrT irTn 

^ ^j'--'ii Y; VT^. iPq ^ ^ fp"' /' 'Tprr 

ti jpi; r-i-np i; ?qrTT j :5 17: ^ ?’-r: Yr 

-j’tii -FI -iT. fiq -T5T^' Yr ■^FfT ^ I qn^-f “i--' Yrr 'r 

TTq rpfSj';; r:' ^^:;r l-j- -ir? ‘'trY:' "PTI :;;> '3^ ^ 

■jfi 3r--:] f. s"-/-' R'-r-PT “iR TT^r- 

rsi^ f—j^ - - 'S Y: ^ 'Yr RH 

'T%PI W^T:-r Y TRP^l? •> T.:i _>: I'/J 

^ ’iV' -rr RifTi i I T^i'-^T tv--:-^ 

-^Yjfn-i “r-TPPT Y; q#vTPT 2(>o;' \] ph.ttr.-Y 

: (i^f,; ^-1 t :-,_ ' ;iiT,Tii/T'.^. tRFTs :'fHr :j^qr?T ’TTip -2 :qf:^T:.fr^ri 


20.2O08'BHADElv’L^t). 1 -=>.?'! fP.Aar 11- 5; t;, 5(ii)l 

w. 1? 'T^- PT -^q f\ ^is?ri*Ti t[ T^ 

R ?q1iRT-s^r m Hprf^-T ^ -iht 1^ ?" ^ 1^ 

^ftqifan^ r^T ?t tit irf? '■T7' 2^ CT^ ■^T ‘3T^=raR ^ wn ^ 
t si ^ ^ sTTiT^^R^I^ ^ 

TiTiPTi ^ ■^m 11 Tir^R Hit'itiiq R Tirf*TTT 

^ ^ fipni y-i gq ^[T5t4-n #tlTqrr iqt 

Tra ^^^ Tqf^ Pi^M^ R T^irlY'^ tP?^ ■^tt rtjtpf ■h^ %Rr 
(fi -qr?^ aqrtirt m wrr.- tn; ^ r m^ 

■snmi Tiwrrf^^rrijr r rS ??Bn 2 Jo ’ptrittp 
?liT Tis=?r RT ftps ^ f ^ r 

13, 3TR1 'jfi T-n an ^TOT RfSitT R^RTP 
^ Tftj'y R ^ »V"RT R T-TR ?ifrqTfe ftrsTRf 

^^rar^■5RR’;i Y^Si w^rri ott. 
■qrr. R?li^ fti¥S aftt-JTTF 'J3T>aRTr R 240 ^ %R1, 

’5RH*RRitiRSRr7Y‘^ =F RR R R yrrl’Jjf'ifJ ^ 1 

^^IRT TRTSTR TI^’P TR^T R FRTTTR R-iIIjH feR 

W R RnRi RR f I ?Rr RTF R 

^TT iW ^5:5 R Rm R Rl 

■jrfnrnl^ feRT ITTH t RF itriTa t^RT rI Rt aRty R ^irfRR R 
240 ^ ^ 1^T. R^'F firTR: RR t\ ^TRRRT R 5RT 

■ ^ I R I ftR ^ ?riRRT “RH 2 VO rbi RTT^ feRT RTRl RTR RRT RTl 
q i wum 3rarRR ^ tt’R ir r ftiR rtr jit^ ?i 

Tj^^EqiR R5R (=1^ q Rt ^RpTRR RH WR 

25 1^, -Rt “31 T^g ^ RTRl Tm RT RIRf^ ^WTR 

R*t 31 R ft illlR RP ilft; R ftlS R^' ftp Ifl 

r1rT 31 "5^ pR^ RR? ftrf TRR TF ^ ‘^’ ^ an: tRFT 

r^d i a r Rftf Irr^ ar^p pf? rtti rf rr r 

^'ftt fftWRRT RR R^ F TTY RF RT Vf/i'ilRlf 1^ RRT ^ ftc 
ftm Riftt RTRftr ft ift ft ’RRR ^ ^ fftnftT 

■fft^ ft' ai^HR 3?! R“.TTR ftrPT fttftt ^ q 
■mi *fl.. ftRl RTftf T?ri .ftTT ^ pRS R^' iw 

fftRS "'JRRl fRftjR ft ^R RiRftftT -^imiiRR ft 

tJRT 25ft^i;ftt) sfts-ftRTnp ^ !rt;r T2-R ^ TFtTRR RPR 

FTRRTT RRiRR R Rl'^f RR ftl^l 240 1^ 1^ RTS 
^5TT ^1 'j'liM T^fR ftnv^'JPER ''^'-1'. ^0144 PRpS Rsft ^ 
T«R ftr FRRRl ‘SraiRJi ft; ;iv;iTi' ft f I ?R ^'^PR ft' 

^ ttra RR TF--^ sr: rph rri ’4r ftF^ !rrr(1 
5^^ ft 5irfii^ ^ ft t|?R pfts RFl' ijaiT ^-CIFT 

rttirt; ^ TRTiRH WR tj^crt -(mB ft' ft Ptrr 77 
q tB RTT'TtFnqRR^ rr: fqF^ 1TTRRT1 lIRrror ftTfvftR 
%R RTF ^Sn, IftS F*' 11 FTTT ?RF ft arR ^r^Prf 1^ 
ft- ?iRp pR^S Tr3R*JT= T'Ttr ^ ftis. TsraTp -q^RR ft^fRTJi 
^ Pftrs rr: ^ ^tTTTR^ TRiipR fts: 
Tj^ Rlftjt Pars ftRlTTR iftftqRft #,341?.^. pRT^ 
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^ ^T55 ^.Sfllf.^, ^ W!n3P WA 

TI^^flPT ^ ^f 3^T ^ mTF 25”^'^ 

^ ^ ^ 4vvf4H ftflS "S^iTl ^ s«i'Pti 

1OT 'll ipRITr ^ "iTlfN 

^^1^ ^ '^RT 25“^ ^ ^pffVTT *01 "(R? ^ 

RR *^ihI^<j ^ <Pi I*n?^ 

"fwi 3if*T u^im Ri^if Tnre*o^ ti7*i ^ HHd 'ft 
25-11^ ^ ift 'SraOTiT iSf 

^ ^ *inir t 3 fl 3 ?TTT flill'ji'#' utift ^ ■J'T: 

^ 31^ 1^ ^p|id ^ ^ f^, 

^ ftw ^ lOT ll WT; ^ ftTF fn ^ 

‘!n«ff ^ ^ Ti^ I 

ftTlNftR5^. S: 

14. T?T ^ f^S ^ =I1T TR 

ciirqfB*T3o^^ ^t?R'14 

^^30^ 15-15 t^^f^^rsT 

3?lt?ri5Ffsri7^ SI^ [jsf^^’f^ Tien 3HI^ 

W "TO il lR?f IJ^T-I ^ T^R-14 *lft ^ "Siwf ^ 
f^-2 1^*ri "^f w f*l^-3 'In flim ail4>rw4. TR 

Ri^i n*Pi ^1 nffp ^ Tnifl w'*i'J R 

3n|7r fnfif^id sr^' ^ w 

Tffl f I 3ri«l1^ ^ W] 2(3ft)<^) ^ 2R3?nT !SfRT 

lVn<ril ^*n tiiiRo <01*1 ^ ^nft wT^^i 3l^fw 

^wWfW tiHixt «TFT ’^nr Tr*ri "li ^w'm 

3Ci^ Cftrgl^ 30^) Tra f ^ 
'prqlSH^'Tft ^^TJ^ 30^71 ^ 4«flHl4»^'i| 

|■^^^I^2<M)7 ] 6% (l^.'^.) 

H.*i.^, cni 'i'T^^R t^(Ji *161^'5 ^^“1 

-n^RT tttO'I^RI 2007 L T^^.TJrf.'t '^717 C^R.^ft.) tFITVT 
frol iftiNt f^Tftrt^ T^ wr ■? 'HfafiPi ^ p 

^RTI 4 ^ci wfl^ni ^ 

^ W.f^ ^■RR*r ^ ^ Cf^Tofeft) 'R IW 
^ Winfio ^ 2(00) 3qWiIiT ’oflfm 

w WfH cT«n tTm :(^W) 3«Wnm 
^ aqg^nt fft ^r#fT^ 0 H=f ^ atiifti. 

'fN‘*i’?^?*8Rt'!nMf ^aiR'W t7Tfii'*isn (i) 

^ a=*T 1^R3 (2) "5®! 

ffrpir ^ aiRt (3) 

sl^l^!*! arfM^iO 'SiTalPi^ ^TRlT^raiTiiT <ipn'»»; (4) 

*1 “^Jfl-ipi,^. 4&nil T]*? 'ipeiei t'l'TM Pq^iB 
^ MfiJMlftri firpRf w aS'^'R j^i^JT f«i'm TJ^R®! "t 
fef -FI 'prnk ft'l ^30, Slft^ ■*) <HI+Rn+ 

TR ^ q^riq "oRrt 15-15 “Pn 'W^pfi “R 7 


^ 1^ "nl I Tf*!!! ^ ‘5*'’^ ^rffiRl 

-^i4W-4 ^ h^Phah 

^*dW ■JB'ft ^ 3ftt "ft 1'^, "ft ^ "*0?^ ^ flR?! I 

3RI: W "Pp^ SrarMt ^ STiT ^ "ftlT ^0*0 

RJT tl 

ftcf9 4i 

] 5. "OF "PriTr ^ "I srir {jiitiqq 

R4^4H ^ 3TT^ ’'R ’SJT'fi WT SlTv^ f 

2^; Pl^Vl Ri1 stHl !q“i TRtR qr ■Jiidi |; 

■'7^(1^ r^-^RIH ^4iTlR 1^. ^ 5I^*R 

^ ^^7R^’ftW2-12-|i)«l ■R3fl H-92 TR^ 
aqnRlf^ 1^ afTRTfWR? SlftR) -^ii rH'ilfild 
RRft 'iPf’qin fq'ii'ff 30-S-92 ^ "noIT «IRRT ^ 
TRi^ Rjfro sf^ ^ f^nitfiirtT ^ ^ w maff ^ 
3raR7 ^ ^ ia URfi 

WcTRl^’^H 3ftV^ Rijli tl" 

16. aURTt 3TR f^Riw 30-7-2()nH 3?t ^ -4l'<IFra R 

(^(ai<ii '«iiqn ^'iiqi MMi w^qin^ iiqM.ri'11'4 Piq*ti^t^ft 

A®n qii^ I 

ifiTrJT ycf>i!?[ ipft, -^^wi'iflvi 

M 22 ^ff^, 2008 

■3n;3ir, 264S—aftiirfW-f^ iw? (1947 

TFT 14) 4 ft tpt 17 ^ M^TROT "q, ^R5iR 

^q^eisvpM'i mTiUpm ^ 37flVHsT ^ Wq4* Inq'i-aiqulf 37R ‘544? 
q44?iTf ^ '^, 31^'^ ^ aftifttoq? frraR 
^R3iTI 3^011^4? a4f^q>t'J(/?Tq -Miqi^rq "R.- I , flVldS ^ Hqi4 
{^R'^ +i«qi ■^,-27/20071 pi^'iRw qmfl T, qi-sOq 
^R4?i7; 21-8-oa 4n yiRT ^3n *711 

t'H.TIR, 420!2/2/200()-OT^3IR(ltiT)J 
4?R^ qiw, i?4? 

New Delhi, The 22nd AtigU4l,200fi 

S.O. 2648—In pursuance of Section 17 of ihc 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1047 [14 of 1447}, the OenlFal 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ticf, No. 1.D.-27/ 
2007} of the Cereal Govemmcni Industriarrribunal'l-nbtiur 
Court No -1. Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure in 
the [ndusirial Dispute between the employers, in rcbiiQii 
to the pnanagernent of Ccriral Warehousing Corporation 
and their workman, which was received by the Ccnitiil 
Covemmeft t on 22-8^. 

[No. 1,J20I2/2:1006-IK[M)| 
KAMAL DAKIIliO. Desk Officer 
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^ ANM^:XUR£ 

BEFOKE SHRU;YA\ENnRA KUMAR SH AKJVU. 
PRESJDrNGOFFlCER^CEMTtALCOVT. 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAlX:iJM^LAHOUK COURT.-] 
CHANDIGAFtll 

Case No. l.D. i7/201}7 

Sh. Ramcsh Siiigh Sh. Wa^ir Sirii^h, Village Da:ih^l. PO 
^ Tchsi] F^zilka, Dis([. Eerozepur 


ApplicfliM 


Vtir.sus 


The Regional Manager Central Warehousing CorpoiLUion, 
Chandigarh Region, Buys No. Sector-Paiiizhkiilu 

(H3jyanaM34l]2 

.Rc:3pondejU 

APPEAIUANCES 

For the workman: Workman in person. 

For the manacemeni: Shri Pardeep Shamu 

AWARD 

PaiiSed on8-S-U8 

Cencral Govi. vide nod [kali on No. L-42[)!2-2:'20D6- 
1R(M] dated 27-4-2(J07, hai refccrod the loilowing dispute 
1 0 thi s Tri b iina) fo r ad j ud ica( jo n: 

"Whether the action olTlie M.\s Kit E L^.mtraclov. 
Contractor of Central Warehousing Corporadon in 
terminating the services of Sh. Rarnesh Singh , Ex' 
!Ielper w.e.f t-E0006 without complying with [he 
provisions of the ]D Act, 1947 is jo^t and ie^aT^ )f 
not, to what relief the workman iscnlilkd xo7'^ 

1'hc present reference was made by the Central (Wwi 
on ihe failure of conciliation proceeding for adjudication 
of the miuct refened in the schedule rel'crred a hove and 
the workman prayed for declaring the aciion of the 
man age in ent 4!^ if legal aitd invalid and for reinstatenijnt in 
service with full back wages and all consequemiLil benellti 
in the interest of jiiilice, equity iuid fair play. 

As per oftice menfiorandum dated 50-4-08 this cusc 
was fined in pne lok adalat tneeting on 3'8'2nOS tur its 
disposal by adopting the mediation and conciliation 
mechanismAVith the efforts of the TrihunaE, the workman 
agreed (0 withdraw his reference. The management agreed 
that they will try- to provide the work to the workman w nh 
the contractor as per the policy of the govt, and as per iht 
reference made by the CcnirLil ('jovi. wiibin a rcListmahic 
tim?. It i^i proptjscd to dispose olT this [LTcrejicc iti 
Lok Adalat Accordingly the reference is returned lo ihc 
Central Ciovt ith nettled in Lok Ada Int.Central Govt be 
informed .File be consiu.ned to record. 

Chand igarh 
8-S-2W)8 


{'j. K S H .A R .M .A. F re s id I ng i) I fiecr 


j: ■-Mr^.2n(ih 

2649 -■■ 1047 (loa?" 

^ 14) ^ 17 ^ -q-^ ^ Tn^ 

0^ ff wrf^ ff 

h - i. 

^ -.yj-.;:no4;■ Tn ^ 

^ 22 - 8-(iS '4^ -^JV. I-F I 

^r:TP4 

New Del hi. tlv .72nLl August. 

S*0. 2649—In por^■.J^llK■c of Seettoii 17 of die 
Industrial Disputes M:. DJ-r (14 of I9S7), ihu Central 
GovemmenL hereby pLihii.diL'S tl:t^ award (J'tcf No. k4 20^^■l ) 
of the Central GovemnnciU Ind-^u ial I ribunal LLibtmrfaHoi 
No.'t. Uhanbad now os ^Iio^mi in the Annevure in tlie 
Indusmal Dispute besuvun the employers, in re hi I ion to 
the ntanagetn ent of R M D 3 ^ i lu n at hpo r i J lu e St on f.- oi i n e- 
and iheir workman, wbirh ■.wt'i iveewod b> the i CTitritl 
GovemmenL on 22-8^0 S. 


I N(^. 1.-290If 2 2tH)4-[R{VlH 
KAM.M.lS.AKKRt:. Dc'ikOnitvr 

annum: RE 

BEFOK Ell i K < \:\[ R A U C ;< >VERfN M R\ F 
INDUSTRiALTRIlU WI .NtX I ATDItANBAiy 

V\i\S\ Vf. 

ShriK,M: Sirigfi. Fresidmg OUleer. 

in the matter of an Indus: ri.i I Duspnie under Section 1()( II 
(d)onhel.D. Act., 1947 

RcfcrtJKc \o,84 o3 2(HM 

PARTIES: 

Employers in lelLitiun to [he mLiiiagciTicnt RMD 
Bhawmathpur Lime Stone Mlrtvw nnd tMoir workmen. 

APPF.ARANCKS ; 

On buhuEf of the ^viJi ktiian : \]r. S. S 'po>^\ umi. 

■Vdvocaie 

On behall' of the eiTipK\\ei ^ ■ Mr. I.>. K. Vermit. AdiLijCLtLe. 
Slate : J h arkhun d 1 n dt: sti y : I. i i ne S to ri c. 

Dated. Dh:ui:^a.’ ihc August. .''.OdN. 

\u\y 

TJicGost. oflndut. SCm.-’j v L^ Labinii. in ij\en:i?:C 
the powers con fc reed on ilvm ondci- Seed on Kit I i^^3l t>r 
ihe l.D. Act.. 1947 htt^ letoncd ikc h4lowing dis-ptireM iIik 
T ribunal for adJiidicLULLUi v idc Twii fktivi' .Vo L.-290l.> 5 
2004 ]R(Mj dated, die I "tl .Lii^. 2004. 
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SaiEDUlX 

^‘Whether ihe action of rh^ management of Raw 
Materiai Division, Sail Bhai^iiathpur Lime Stone 
Mines, Jharkhand, in forcefully retiring Shir Sugrew 
Biyar Mah^to even the workman has represented 
that this actuaJ date of birth is 14^ 11-55 and not 
14*11-1942 as entered by the management in the 
service records of the company legal and jusdiled? 
If not, to what relief the workman concerned is 
entitled?'" 

2 . \u this case a setrlemenl petition has been filed 
under signature of both the parties. Perused the settlement 
petition and heard both sides I find that the terms of 
settlement are fair^ proper and in accordance with the 
principle of natura[ justice. Accordingly an Award is passed 
in this case in terms of the setckment which forms part of 
the Award as Annexure. 

H. M. SINGH^ Presiding Officer 
AKNEXURE 

BEFORE TH E LBARNEDCCIT-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT-1, DHANBAD 

Ref CaseMo.J^/2004 

Management of Bhawanathpur Limestone Mines wjd 
RMD 

Vs. 

Suigew lijyar Mahato represented by Bokaro Steel 
Workers Union 

Humble Petition dji behalf of abovenamed 
managemenL Most rtspectftjlly sheweth : 

I That the above refenence case is related with the 
dispute of date of birth of Sri Sugrew Biyar Mahato who 
was an employee ofBhawanathpur Limestone Mines and 
was superannuation ton] services of the Company w.e.f. 
30-11-2003 

2 . That against the said superannuation tfte union 
raised dispute which was beiug adjudicated by the 
Conciliation officer and subsequently the Ministry of 
[^boirr. Govt, of tndia Vide order dated 15-05-2005 referred 
the said dispute before the Hon'bleTribunal under the 
following schedule : 

' Whether the action of management of Raw Materials 
Division, Saif Bhawanuthpur Limestone Mines, Jharkhand, 
in foivefuEly reliring Shri Sugrew Biyar Mahato even the 
workman has represented his actual date of birth as 
14-1 i-l955 and not 14-1 1-1942 entered by the 
Management in the service records of the Company, legal 
and justified ? Ifnoi to what relief the workman concerned 
is entitled ? 

3. Thai the above reference case is pending before 
your Mon'bk Coun for long time 

4. Thai Sri Sugrew Biyar Mahalo, repersented by the 
Union, vide letter Mo. BSWU/BNP/f)7*98 dtd. 10-07-2007, 


requested to Settle the dispuie out of court. Copy of the 
said letter Is enclosed at Annexure-A. 

5. Thai against ihc workman vide Letter dtd Nil 
which has been received by management under Ref. 
No.4| I dtd. l3-03'0ftp requested the management to send 
him for medical examination in order to ascertain his age 
and ihereafler reappoint him Further * it has been stated rn 
the said letter that no claim shall be made towards back 
w ages copy of the letters of the workman is enclosed and 
marked as Anuexure^B. 

6 . That the management is also agreeable to settle 
the issue and is agreed to send the workman for medical 
examination before the medical board for ascertainment of 
his age and as per the report of the medical board 
Shii Sugrew Biyar will be reappointed. 

Under the above circumstances. If is prayed that 
your honour may graciously be pleased \o piass order 
for sending the workman to the medical board ibr 
ascenainmeiit of his age and as per the medicaJ report 
Sri Sugrew Biyar Mahaio will be ttappointed no the 
post of Khnlasi grade and Srt Biyar shall not claim any 
back w^es orauy benefhs whfJswverduTing^ 
against which the workman has not done any work. 

2 nd for this act of kindness the workman repre^ted 
by the Bokaro Steel workers Union shall ever pray. 

Datied For & on behalf of 

Bbawanathpur Limestone Mjnes> Sail, RMD 
Mo. -BSWU/BNP/&7*9S Dtd. lC)-7-2007. 

To 

The Executive Drirector (InchargeX 
Sail. RMD, Kolkata, 

Sub : [n the matter of settlement in respect of 
Sri Sugrew Biyar Mhato, Staff No. 673S23, Sail, RMD/ 
Bhawan^thpur Mines Distt. Carhwa (Jharkhand) in 
reference case No, 84/2004 in C.G. IT.No, I at Dhanbad. 
DearSir, 

With reference to the above, our apenscrirtg Union 
would like to request that the Reference case No. 84/2004 
is panding for long time before the CGI Tribunal Mo. 1 at 
Dhanbad for further Cross Examination of 
MW-I C.P.C. Tiwary, the then AGM (Personnel), 
Bhawcathpur Limestone Mjnes(iharkhand). It h submitted 
that Sri Sugrew Biyar Mahato Is landlooser and hj£ 
employment was provided again^ die scheme of displaced 
person. 

His date of birth has been assessed by Medical 
Offictr, Bhawanathpur Hospital on 14-11 -87 as 14*^11-1955 
and on Asis of the medical report/ examination his date of 
birth has been recorded in relevant siatory records, issued 
Identity card bearing No, 775 and No. 673823. It is out scl 
to mention here to that one another woriiman namely Subai 
Biyar Mahafa was also eanducted Medical Exam, on the 
sam^ date & lime and hi^ date ofblrtb morded 14*|!-1942 
having EtafTMo, 673740, who h^s been retired from service 
under VRS In the 1998, 
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T^IlIE [tur Mai^<igemtnL hus wrongK vwi^dc L!mi> lin; 
daieofnirth llit serv-icc i ccard^j ol’chc Subfii Qiyar Miiliiila 
ai [4-ifc^l942 iji ihc service records ftf 
Mahalfl and madt prcmaiurcd re [ire men I on 14-11-2002 lo 
the centemed uorkm;sn Sri SNgreu ]Jiyar Mahalo lii l h is 
prcinafadi dispute ol ihe ;^bove reference. 

Thai our iiponsennit IMion ^OLild tike in once iigain 
rtqueaL for eujisidenttion to maintain mduiEiia! peaee ami 
harmony and (dr expedite ihe above case under SetilenviU 
imi of c:oLjrl subieel of the Matnorancliin ofscLilcmeiU to 
be arrived under Rule 5 S (4) of'the ID. Act 1947 \Mihthe 
Ecnns and conditions that the cancerned w^^rkmaii 
Sri Sui^revr- Riyyr Mahato is tn be ireaied in continuous 
service and i cin^iaieinent in service. 

(RnS.-Chalutvedt) 
Vice President 
D.S.Vi'.Ii.^lNTrO 

Copy 10 : DC rVt[n\J^'T[>') '(dr needful aetioii please. 

22 2[m 

^.■3Tr, 3650 ■■ -sffhdfnr^ 1947 (: 94 -; 

^ 14) ^ r^r 17 ^ ^ 

^ ^ 

afR ^ 3?T^nfw ^ 

rf^ 541^-321.-2(100) '^. 

^ 22 s DS ^'r ^-an vn 1 

; 35(112.4 .1090-341?^.; t^^)j 

New Delhi she 22nd Auguif 200S 

S-O. 2*5<^—]n pursuance of Section 17 oJ the 
Industrial Disptitfs Act. 1947 (14 of ]94.'y the Cejiii iil 
G overmnen i hereby pub 1 ishes the award (Ref. N 0 . M > 2 21 .' 
2006) oi' 1 he C c atral fhi vemi nc nc I ndu strial' E ri bu nal I. j1^o ur 
Court rrsiakulntn now as shoun in the Anncxurc :\) ihc 
Induiitria] Dispute bcK^een the einplfryeri. in rchLlion to 
the mana^cinem ^if Sh. N K Lirian Pi llui, 1. icened Co.stLiiins 
Mouse A gens and ihcir workman, xvhich was received b> 
the CenirAl Govemmern on 22-S-08. 

[No. l.-j^0l24 20[)04H(M)] 
K A M A L AK M K U. [ )c sk O flk-es' 
ANNRXLkF 

]Niiiixi:NmAi.c;<>vKRNMEivri^ 

1 RI RUN A LC LI \1-1. A ROl; R C:OU R I, I! KN AK[. LAM 

Present: Shri I* L. Norherl H.A.. LLR. Presiding Onietr 

(Friday the27Lhday uf JuneiOOS-bih Astjadu 1930) 

in.:52i 1006 

(f 119'2000or l.abourCoun, [dmkulaiuj 

VVork man Sr i M an i. S 'o Sri. K aru nakonsni, 

^Manos^p lsi™\ 

M.No.23-]7y6. Ren ay Hoad. 
Palkiruthy. Kochi. 


ManELgement : ^ri N .Kunjan Pillai. 

1 icerced Cusloms House 
Ageni. Shipping ClearEn^& 
l-orwardm^ Agcm. 

IML'Mo.bf^. Kowdi& 

Company Ruildsng, I nt Main 
Ui^od. Kocih. 

Ik Adv. Sri Afihol H.Shenoy. 

This coming up tor ln:iu inu.on 2”'0^>'2OOS. tins 
Iribunal-curn-Labour Cmot on lhe stime day passed the 
folio wine. 

AWARD 

Thi& is a reference [iuilIl'- under Section H)t I )(d) of 
Industrial Dispute Aui ^ihallensing the action of the 
rrmnattemenl in not providing employment to ihe worker 
Sri. Maui. 

On reference notiL'i:^ were i^^sucd to worker as well 
as the nianagemem. I hooglHiyi^inagerrieni cnLcred 
appearance worker ren-oitmd jbsLni. NiXicc was issued to 
the worker in CkTOber 2097 So far he has not appeared rtor 
a re presen liitiv e is ap po i vx l\ 1 i 0 ih c sa id c ire um stan t u s i 1 
has to be presumed that incrc Is no existing dispute lor 
adjudicaCEDn. 

In The result an "hWarJ is passed Esnding Thai the 
action of die managemciu In iw providing employ mcnl to 
tlie w-orker Sm. Mani is legal and proper and the worker is 
noi entitled for any relief 

'l he award will come inlo force one uionlb artcr iis 
publication in (he ofUciai ^ 

Dictated to ihe Persotm^ As si Slant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrccied mid pni^sed by me on this the 
27Th dayof June,2U0S. 

l^ 1. \GR[?liRT. Pre^iidingOmcer 
Ap[K'ndi\- rSiL 

22 200 s 

2651 i94? (194'" 

^ [4) ^ EIRl t? ^ 14, 

■^fn^ -SfR ^ 

■^4^ ^ 14 ^ 

j^tA-WTU 

22- 4 0K W ^TT I 

290:5/l'y9-3^T1^^^^F) I 

H'n M : la ^^fTftiAilTT 

New Dcihk tim 22iiJ .AugusLlOOh 

5 . 0 , 2651—In pnisunnLic of Section 17 of ihc 
Indusirial Disputes Act. 1947 ((4 of 1947'). the Central 
Govcmmeni hereb> publiHic^ the award (Ref. No.CCilT- 
LC.-=R-'257:-99) of Ihc L'emni) GoveimmenE Industrial 
Tribunal-^Labour Court .Libalpur now ah shown in the 
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Annexure in ihc Indusiriaf l^fspuLc between l!ie employers, 
in relation to the m^nagiejncntQt'GailadiIn TrnnOre Project 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 22-8-2008. 

fNo.L-290l5/3/99-lR(M)J 
KAIVIALBAKHRU DeskOfllccr 
Anno\iire 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL CjOVERNMEN \ 
[NDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JADALPUR 

m. CGiJfLCftuisim 
PRES[0]NGOFnCER:SIIRIC M StNGH 

The Vice President, 

Bastar Khadan Mazdoor Sangh, 

2 /B,'Mew Colony, 

Kirandul .WorRjTieii='LfnLon 

Versus 

The General Manager, 

Ballad ila Iron Ore Project, 

Deposit No. N^Ktrandul 

D i si t. Bastar (M P) .Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 6th day of August, 2008 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notificalion No. L-29015/3/99-1R (Misc.) dated 16-7-99 
has referred the following dispute for adjudicatioti by this 
tribunal:- 

"Whether the demand of Bastar Khadan Mazdoor 
Sangh, against the management of Baibdila Iron Ore 
Projeci Deposit No. M, Kirandul, Di.srt. Bastar For 
granting of pay scales to Shri J.K. Ghos and other 
senior samplers at par with rhe Senior Mechanics. 
Senior Meehanic-cufn-Operalo]\ Senior lilectnciati 
and Senior Driller is jusiiHcd? Ifso. to what relief the 
workmen arc entitledT 

2. Vide order dated .6-12-06, passed on ihe order 
sheet of this reference proceedings the reFerenee proceeded 
ex parte against the wqrkmen/Union. No stateinent ofclaim 
has been filed on behalf of workmen/Union. 

3. The case oFthe management in brief is as follows- 
Tlie NMDC Ltd. is having uniii in various slates. I'lie 
following main Unions are working in various projccls of 
NMDCt.ld. leavings fcwoilics:- 

L Samyukta Khadan Mazdoor Sangli [AITUCJ 

2. Metal Mines Workers Unions (INTUC) 

3. Donimabi lorn One Project Linploji:cs Assn. 

4 DHKMS, Panna 

5 HKMS,Panna 

6, NMDC Employees Union, Caktitia 

7, NMDC Employct:sUnic^n^ Hyderabad 
e. Sta ff U n ion N M DC, Hyderabad. 

The above Unions have formed themselves into 
Federation catled ’All India NMDC Workers Federadon^' 
All disputes belwecti the management and the employeef^ 


are settled through miitual discussions and thereafter by 
Conciliation settlement. There vrasa perLodkal scUlemciU 
betvieen [he Management and (he rcderatioti. The lirst 
sett lenient took place on 3D-10-7L It was tbi lowed by 
Conciliation seulement dated 15-2-76.23-B-80 and 17-9 -Bj. 
Alt these settlements are in existence, jlie cxitbcI of Ibo 
relevant provision of the aforesaid sculemcniji filed 
herewith and marked as Acinexurc M/2 to M/5.1’he ease 
regarding pay scale of all caiegorie.s of workman of the 
Corporation including the pay scale of Sr. Sampler$wciv 
rationalised and .scirled in conciliation sctticmcnl dated 
39-10-1971, these scales; were subsequently revised by 
concliianon seitL-menl dated 15-2-197ft, Tliese scales again 
revised by Conciliation selllemcnt dated 30-S-I9KO, 
17-9-1983. I6-I2-I9S9& 18-9 1995 at the Corpunaic level 
between the management of NMDC Lid. and workmen 
Tepresented by All India NMDC Workers Federation, whu 
are sole bargaining agent of iho Corporation and 
accordingly [he pay scale of Sr. Samplers were revised 
ftonn Time lo time in accordunce witli the above setllviiKnls. 
It also mentioned that the issue pertaining to iht reviaibn 
of pay sea Ic of Sr. Samplers are com inon i n nature and sue h 
issue are settled in consultation with All India NMDC 
Workers Federation at Corporate level ulori^ with olher 
categories of workman as has been done vide ihc above 
I rtpartirc Settlement which is binding on the management 
as well as workman of the Corporation. It is further submitted 
that issue regarding the revision of pay scale to sampling 
categories was discussed by the appropriate Bipartite 
Commi([cc from time to time and accordingly iheii pay 
scales were revised alt^ng with other categories of workmen 
in the above sellIcment. 

4. As the case proceeded ex pant againsi [ht 
workmcn.AJ ni on, there is no e vide^ice on bchal f of workmen/ 
Union on record. The managcnicnt in order to prove their 
case lilcd affidavit i^fthctr wipiesf^ Slirl S. Babji, (hen working 
as Dy. Manager (Personnel) in N DMC Lid., Bailadila Iron 
Ore Mint, Kirandul Complex. 

5. 1 have heard Shri A. K. Shashi, Advocate counsel 
for the management. I have very carefully gone ihrough 
ihe evidence on record. 

6. The case oft lie inana^cmcnt is Fully cstabli^ihed 
and proved from the uncontrpverred and uiTchallengcd 
alTtdavit oFtheir witness Shi i S- Babji. 

7. Therelbre the reference is decided cx punc in 
favourofthe inanagement and against the workmen wiIhotj( 
any orders as to coiits holding that the demand of Bystai' 
Khadan Mazdoor Sanuh, ayainsl the mjnai>cincnt oF 
Baiiadila Iron Ore Pn>ject r^eposit. No. 14, Kirandul, 
Disit. Baslar lor graming of pay scales lo Shri J,K. (jhos 
and other senior sampler^ ai pui-witfi ihe Senior Meehanic^, 
Senior Mechanic-cum-Operator, Senior rJcetiieiun mid 
Senior Driller is not just i fled and (hcreforc the workmen arc 
not entitled to any relief. 

8. IrCl the copies of the awnrd be sciU to the 
Govern me nt o f Jndi a, M i nistry o f [ .abour and I impl o> nient 
as per rules. 

C M SlNCil I, Presiding 01l1cci 


3339 Gim--11 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : SEPTEMBER 20, 2008/BHADRA 2 '), 1930 [Part [I—Snc, Wt)\ 


■rf fc#, 22 3q*reT, 2008 

W.asiT, 26S2.—arfl^Afn^ fiwi^ 1947 [ 1947 

^ 14) ^ unr 17 ^ T^JW^ 

3iNitftEl 3n9f ilW'ii ^ d-i* 

^ 3i5^'»T ^ fefliR 

altefIfNt -atrftRRBj/arrr ‘=tiRti^ Tf.-2. ^ ^ 
flW wt^SIT^^-2/44/2007) C^TTRT R. 
—I/15^2003 ) ^ir Hftilffllffl ^ +H<tiR 

^ 22-R-t)B ^ Vn<l 531f 2WI 

[^. TT^-I )0l5/2/20OJ-31F^ m. (Tpl)] 

Rra^, 

New Delhi, the 22nd August, 200ft 

S*0* 2652.—In pursuance of Section ]7 of the 
Industrial Disputes Acl, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Govemmen* hereby publishes the award (Ref, No. CGU -2/ 
44.^007 (old No.OGJT-1/15/2002) oflheCenlTalGovemrTient 
Indui^triai Tribunal-cum-l^boiir Court No'2, Mumbai now 
as shown iti rhe Atineture in the Industrial dispute between 
the employers in relation to the marLagement of Airport 
Authority of India, and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Governmenl on 22^8-2008. 

[No DI ] 015/2/2003-1R (M)J 
KAMAL DAKHRU, Desk Omter 

AmVXWL 

before: TJIK CENTRAL OOVERNMENT 
FNDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL No-2, MUMBAI 

PRF^E^nr 

A, A. LAD^ FrcsLdttig OfThrer 

Reference No. CGIT-2/44 fff2007 
(Old No^CGIT-1/15 of 2003) 

Employers in Relation to the Management of Airport 
Authority of India 

Aitport Auihoriiy of India. 

CSiWrapii Shtvaji Intcnuktional Airport 

J'erniinilt l-B, Mumbat ... Kt Party 

ANIl 

Their Workmen fepresented by 
Indian Airport Employees Union, 

Having its ofike at CPWD Workers Colony 
Safiargoonk MunilKii400{l99 .2nd Parly 

APPtARANCE 

Tor the Bmptoyer: Mr. SliamraoPatil & 

Mr^Avinash Rati I, Advocates 

Kor ihe Workmen: Mr. A.P. Kulkami, Mrs. Monika 

Sakliranr, Advocates 

Dale of reserving Award: 02-05-200^ 

Date of passiiig of Award: 26-05-2008 


award 

The Knatrix of the facts as culled out from the 
proceedings are as under: 

2- TheGoveniiiient of India, Minis! ry of La hour by 
its Order No,L- U 015/2 ^2 003- [ R( M) dated 7th M arch, 2003 
& No,L.ll0l5/2/2Qfl3-[R(MiM:)dated9,!0.2007ineyeTcise 
of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-scclion (i) 
and sub-section 2(A} of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes ActA^7 have refcTred the fnllowing dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication ; 

'^1. Whether the contract between Airport Authority 
of India and the respondent:* contraciots^ is a sham 
and bogus and is a camouHage to deprive the 
workers concerned in the petition of bone fits ^vai lable 
to permBneni workmen ci f A i rport A uthority o f [ nd ia7 

2. Whether the ^v<>rkcrs concerned in the petition 
should be declared as pcrmanenl workers of Airport 
Authority of India? 

3. What are the wages and consequential benefits to 
be paid to the workers concerned in ihe petition?” 

3. To suppqn the subject matter in the reference the 
Sta(tien)ent of Claim is filed by the 2nd Party, tMion through 
its General Secretary, ai Exhibit U/3 [3 making out the case 
that, the present reference is concerning to 41 workmen. 
Out of these one workman ha ft expired and one wisrkman is 
no longer tn service. 1st Party, employers, (hereinafter 
referred to as ^Authority') cany out its act ivj t ies at va r i ous 
places in India such as Mumhak Delhi. Chennai. Calcutta 
Kolk^, etc. in all around 12{) A irpoits all over the country. 
Uto total work fence employed by the employer company 
consists of permanent employees, cuf^ual workers and 
contract employees. The pre^ienT prucoeding.'i rclarc to a 
set of workmen numbLiiug to (2(H9-^ 12 ^ 43) workmen., 
whose names and other details are mentioned m (he li:*! 
enclosed wirh it at Annexure 1 Concerned Workmen arc 
working in the Cargo Complex & Import Ware flouse. 
Conveyor Belt and Electrical Maintenance. t)ul of these 
workmen 20 workmen (i.e. Loaders) are doingthc.workol 
Loading and unloading of Cargo wht> are called us f'usuuL 
Loaders and theremaininji^ workmen of which the first nine 
are employed as Conven er Jtels Operiilon find Maut^enunce 
workers at Terminal LA und the rexl of 1 2 arc employed at 
Terminal IL^B luid ihey arc d^rtng like work in connection 
with electrical maintenance ar Division 1 & II. At present 
Division II only is in existence., which i:> an mtcgnil p^rt of 
the regular, permanent snd perennial activities of the 1st 
Polity Le. Airpoin .Auibtrnty of India, fhi; duties carried out 
by the Concerned woi kmen ;ue of ^uch a nature that the 
same have never been severable from ihe main aclivhicfi 
curried out by the eiiiplo>cr fit various Airports in India. 
The Mumbfii Airport iS AirpoM in India having 

domestic temtinai building al Sanlacruz and [ntcrnational 
Terminal al Sahar, Mumbai At dnmestic terminal ai 
Santacruz there i.^ largest traffic in India and there is 
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constant flow of passengers and cargo traffic, using Ibe 
airport facilities. The $ti(rvjces rendered by the woricerSp 
irrespective of their category, are of important nature 
because the contintious flow of passengers and cargo. As 
fk' as intemattonal passengers are concerned the nature of 
duties entrusted to afI the workmen, including the workers 
corKcmed, is of vital importance, as the international 
passengers carry on Impression about our country based 
on their views of the Airports. The domestic tmninal 
building has two terminals which are biown as Teiminal 
[A fi:om where the flights of Indian Airlmes and Alliance 
Air take off and land and the other terminal is known as 
Terminal IB from where the flights of private airlines such 
as Jet Airlmes, Sahara AirlincSp etc. take off and land. It is 
submitted by the Union as far as the activities of ihe 1st 
Party irrespective of locations where the workmen 
concerned are working, are concerned the same are 
Interconnected and imer-Iinfccd with each other TTiene is 
integrality of activities and the nature of duties perlbmed 
by all the workmen [rrespeotive of their status viz. 
pennanent ^ casual, temporary^ contract labours etc. cannot 
be sepaiuted from each other. Union further submitted thatp 
as fhi as 20 workmen employed at Cargo Complex ^ import 
Warehouse are concerned, there is no contract since 1st 
January, 1993. These wortunen are calledas ^Departmentei 
Casual Loaders' and they arc being paid wages 
departmcntally, from 1st January, 1993 irrespective their 
dates of appointments in terms of Ihe orders passed by the 
Division Bench ofthe Hon'ble Bombay high Court on 3rd 
May, t99l in Writ Petition No. 1494 of 1998,2n4Party Union 
further submitted that, the Airports Authority Act, 1994 
provides for establishment of two inckpendent Divisions 
i.e. (1) The International Airports Division (AD) and (2) 
National Airport Division (NAD). The NAD is responsible 
for cmattou and maintenance of Caigo facilities at Ihe 
international airports- I st Party^ Authority is the custodian 
of all imported goods and they have further appointed Air 
India as their ground handling Agents at the Air Cargo 
Complex. All the imported goods are received by Air India 
Gerteral Handling Agency i.e. (GHA) from the carriers for 
warehousing with them and ten days old uncleared cargo 
is thereafrer transferred to the heavy cargo warehouse of 
Ihe Authority and import warehouses of the Authority 
The latter 1 $ situated at the distance of L30 kms. 
Approximately, [t Is further submitted by the Union ihat 
only the normal cargo, including (he perishable, imports, 
hazardous goods and strong items are subsequently 
transferred to An India (OKA) and all conimercia] air cargo 
weighing less than 100 kg^. and which is lying uncleared at 
Ihe Air fndia (GHA) wa^ouae for more than 10 days is 
transferred from Cargo Terminal to the Jst Party - 
Authority's Import warehouse for further handhng 
departmentally. Similarly, all commercial import cargo 
weighing more than 100 kgs, and lying unlcearcd for more 
than 14 days are tranaferred from Air India (GHA) to the 
Authority's new heavy cargo shed. Union further 


submitted that at the Import Warehouse the Authority has 
empkiyed20 woriecTs as loadeTs who arc directly employed 
utider the Authority^ employer, w petmauent workmen 
apart from manageriil, aupervisory and clerical stafT The 
concerned workmen hum been colloqiuially leveled and 
called as comract workers tJwd to perform the same, similar 
and identical duties, side by side along with the permanent 
loaders and the nature of work performed by both these 
sets of workmen was absolutely the same. The Cargo 
operations at Mumbai Airport include handling of import 
cargo, export cargo, passenger baggages^ ware-house, 
auction of goods etc. and the imported cargo is broadly 
divided into Heavy Cargo io. packages AveighmgihOFe than 
iDOkgSw and light caigo below it and is accordingty shifted 
to hcavy/light cargo sheds where parties and agents come 
and claim their goods. Operations of the loaders at these 
import tight cargo Sheds include receiving the goods, 
stadung/arrangingthem onia<l^ forwarding the cargo 
and to give delivery to the claimants. It is submitted by the 
Union that, the work of loading the light cargo Sheds was 
carried out by nrouud 120 workmen i'c. permarLont loaders 
of Ab India, Prior to 13« November^ 2003 Import Light Cargp 
not claimed by the parties/agients from the sheds for more 
than 10 days was shifted by the a Authority For further 
handling to the import house which work was carried out 
by 20 permanent loaders and 21 so called contract loaders 
ofthe Authority. These 41 loaders received the tO days old 
cargo from Air India at the Import Wareboiise^ stacked 
them on racks according to their location, forwarded the 
cargo and gave delivery to die claimants. After 45 days 
these goods are taken for auctioning when these loaders 
transfer the goods to another floor and process them for 
the same. The work of handling 10 days old light car^ was 
initially performed by 2D permanent loaders directly 
employed by the Authority. It is further submitted by the 
Union that, due to increase in volume of cargo and the 
resultant increase in the work of losing and related 
hand ling work, the 1st Party employer herein i e. Authority 
commbsiorwd appointment of 16 extra loaders in 1986. 
However, instead of appointing permanent loaders the 
Authority appointed 26 contract workers to work alongwilh 
the regular loaders in the operations. From I st November, 
2002 Authority took over the ground handling work of 22 
Aiiilnes from Air India. Thus Authoriiy has a heavy cargo 
Shed and light cargo shed in the Cargo Complex for ground 
handling cargo of these 22 Airlines. HoweveTn the work of 
import light cargo which was carried oul by I20pcrmartcfit 
workitiert/looders of Air India is now being contracted out 
by the Authority (presently on 30 days temporary 
contracts) to M/s. Omega Enteapriseis, who has employed 
about 120 contract workers to cany out Ihe said work. 
However, from 1st November, 2002 the I st Party employer 
has not shifted 10 days ekj light cairgo to the watehou^ 
As a result thereof 40 loaders employed by the Authority 
for shifliiig and further handling at the import warehouse 
have been artiftcially displaced from their work Union 
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submitted that, Ebougji the permanent JoadejTi number lug 
20 have been shifted to do other uoili, th[;y receive their 
wages, etc. at much higher rates ftian Ihf ^vorkmcii i.e, the 
concerned loaders. As mentioned hcreiniihovt 40 loaders 
employed by the Authority have been anificiiilly displaced 
fhjm their worL It Is submitted by the Union (ha[, (hi^ is 
totally artificia] situation treated by -he 1st Party employer 
with malafide intentions and with a view to create mere 
paper records against the concerned workmen. It is also 
submitted by the Union that, the Au■!^f^^ity bj.: changed 
its [>oJjcy and instead oftransferrmg unclaimed li^u tar^o 
goods lying in garage for 10 day's to tlie Warehouse [nr 
further handling since November, 2002, the unclaimed gLK^d?, 
arc kept in the light cargo Shed itself for an unlimited peiujd 
and instead of assigning [he work of ligjit cargo handling 
to the loaders already employed by the Authority- it h\i^ 
temporarily contracitd out the work of jO day's Liiniratt lo 
one M/s. Omega l-jiierprises and 120 c(>ntfact workrneci 
have been employed U> carry- out these duiies of pemonent 
naturer On the oiher hand 2(} penrianent workmen and 20 
concerned workmen have been deliberately deprived of 
their work througlt these illegal, arbitrary and utiiusiilled 
changes in the service conditions and this has been done 
whh malaftdc intentions to defeat their elaim for permanency. 
The nature ofduties carried out by concomed workmen is 
essential and the work of loading nind unloading carried 
out by these workmen is an integral part of the day lo day 
activities of [he Authorliy. Authority provides Trolleys 
arid such other cttuipments which arc required forerirr^ iiig 
out the duties by ihc concerned w'orkinen, (heir mtendiince 
is marked by the Authority and the mu.^ler-rollii, wliiel^ arc. 
printed in the name of 'Air Pori Authority oHndia' are in 
the possession of the Authority, ft is also suhrotstiid by 
tbe Union that Assistant Cargo Manager Shri t^ihada of 
the Authority supervise the work and ccmliol ilie 
concerned workmen and in the malter of leave or leaving 
early ihcy repoci to the said Assistant (L'argo Manager Shri 
Chhada. Authoriiy also i.ssues entry passes m die said 
ccinccrncd workjiieii wfiich are valid for oJ^e yeiir. I ront 
November. Autljorily has been deducting ihe 

provident fund eon(n but ions of the concerned w ink men 
under 1 lie heading'^C.P.I-V’ and there is no eontraeror iU hiM 
in respect of loading and unloading activi Lies carried oui 
by jhc 20 wtirkmiCK 'joncemed in the presenL [cjeiericc. Ii is 
furth^jr submiitLid by the Union thak iherr are penuaneni 
workmen ecnploved by ihc .Ai.itJtoriiy Ebr doing tiie same, 
simiktr^md icfcncfeal work, and Itiey aregclting iniicEi 
wages under variuFjs sc-Ulements. The ullow-ancc-s 

and other Icmi:; lUid eOTufttroiii^ oNhe perLiiaiient ivorkmen 
are revised periodically and tlicy are getting all the .^L;ilULOiy 
benefits :iuch ai bonus. M.K.A.. P.l", iuiive facjlidc-, 
revision in wages e(c. as well iv,sie ^^age^. ^ l.> 
C.-C.A. and so mt^ny niher allowance \. jiermat.eut 
workmen are ak^o doing the work of loud me ajal un io.;.. n: 
like rhe 20 workmen concerned in the pre&eni rc-iervi' ''. 
They arc getlii^g w=ages 5'6 tini^s pimre than tlie pre^euf sot 
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of workmen. Whereas concerned workmen are gelt mg 
wages at the rate of Rs.l.?2.2i> per day and in case of 
absenteeism their wa^ci arc deducEcd and even amongst 
the concerned workmen .senior iims( workman Shri Ashok 
Satam who i$ working for Iasi more than P years and ihc 
Junior workman Shri M IT Pat no who is working since last 
around 12 years both ofthetn are geiting wages at ihe fjic 
offc. 132.20 per day. k N runhnr submined by the Union 
that, Lhe services of lIic concerned workmen arc essential 
and continuing naluvo lias been aetcpicd and ad mi Lied hy 
the Dy. General Manager (Largo) in lii.s Idler dated 20Lli 
February, I99S. In the SLii.i tetter it inter alia staled. ’’In 
short, these contract I a boms are providing much needed 
services in coping up w-iih Lhe snerea.scd cargo opcraiions."' 
It (S submitred by (he I'n^in [liaT. Aulhurily maiiiLaiiis 
records in respect of cmp|o\ nx-nt oftlic tonLcrned woTktnen 
inclading paytnent voucher s, office noLvs. f^ 3 ^ messages of 
Assistant Cargo Man tiger, cic. ctr. .Such record !i 1 1 ear tv 
ire fleet that the coticcnLcd 20 workmen are doing ihe v^ork 
ofpcrtnaiienL. regular and perennial Mature as the loiidcrs 
in Cargo Ha nd! ing and i h ere i n o d i fibre nee al a 11 bcl wc cn 
their work and the work of ihc permanem workman far 
as the preitent jict of 2(1 workmen are concerned wlxj arc 
emptoyed as LoadcTs and arc c.illed as dcpannicnial londers. 
There is no contractor .snj ilic euneenied workmen are 
directly w<irking as l.oader'i under lIic ’departiiiciiLal 
loa (Jers ’ and [ hey a rc cn r h I 31 o t he ben e f i is o f pen iicii le i 
from the dale iIk)' com [deled coruinuous employment of 
240 days and the action ol'llx AuthoriEy in r^o( giving ihc 
slatus, t>cn(ifi(s and pri\i leges of ncrniancnl workmen lo 
the eontemed workmen i.e. DepiuimentaE loaders dearly 
airL-ounllo Lin fair labour praellces under kern 9, 10 nnd I j of 
Fifth ScheduEc, read widi Seditm 2((a> (fP (he Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 

4. It is further sisLimFik'd In- (he t.'mon (hai tlte, 
concerned W'orkmen are enLiLledfo i3ic rd ref of pcnii Linen lv 
and oiher consequesiiiLU re i id's and al.so Award Order 
ren^oving discrimimiiina b<!t-\^ccn them and ihc oiher 
perFnanent workmen since Llic enmeorned w-orkmen have 
been working under ihe mLiniigeriieni, supervision and 
control of the inanagemeni of [lie Ainhority, peiiorniiiig 
samCn £i]in liar and ideaiiLai duties like iicrrnaiient loaders 
employed by tlic ALiEfunit}. iiKirui;[ion^ regard I rav mndo. 
n:ielh(?d and manner uf doing iJic work Lire givers h> (he 
oflioials^'Managers of die .Auihoricy and Lhcrc is no 
intermediate contracuji' bcisseen thi; t once rued ^s^scknicn 
and the Autlmriiy, the s-mirkiui: Lifl^jading ai^d u si kind nig 
done by (he concerned workmeit is an inlcgcal part ol rhe 
regular and day to da> aei T ides ofihc l£L Fhirly .Auihnrhy. 
Hence., they areciiLiLled lo tlic Hif>nve I send its hum iliedav 
on which each one of ihem has compkicd contiixioLh 
service of more than 2 1(1 dios iii i!ic cniplnymoiit ol'tl^c 
AuLhority itnd they arc Fvrforming their duiies nn Ihe 
premises of the Authoriiy. li is tlu-rclbnc submiltcd by ihe 
Union (hat based on llic provi^iniis of Ailicie j 9 of ihe 
ConstitllTiotl of India, us well ll.^ based an llic docl.riix of 
'equal pay for equal w-ork' the workmen con coined are 
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entitkd to receive any of the benefits, privileges. 
Advantages 4mlother items and conditions of empLoyment, 
at par with the permanent workmen wtirking with the 
Authorilyt 1st Party, employer It is further submitted by 
the Union that, the mandatory provisions of Industrial 
Employment (Standing Orders) Act, 1946 defines the term 
^employer^ under Section Zfd) as also it provides for 
permanency of workmen under Standing Order Nos.4(B) 
as also it provides for permanency of workmen under 
Standing Order Nos.4(B3 and 4(C) of the Model Standing 
Orders, Authority is Legacy bound to maititain the registers 
including seniority register^ seniority list of workmen, 
working under them etc. but the Authority ha^ not 
maintained such records in respect of the concerned 
workmen and has tailed to give the said benefits to the 
concerned woriunen/departmental loaders at par with the 
permanent workmen. This di scrim ination ls unreasonable, 
impraperandatbiUraiyand violates AiticLe L4 and [6 of the 
Constitution of Endia. There Ls total exploitation of these 
workmen and step-motheriy treatment is given to these 
concerned workmen. It is abo submitted by the Union that, 
there is no inteJJigibEe differentia betwwn two sets of 
workmen vizn 2^ departmental loaders and the other 
permanent loaders employed by the Authority^ hence this 
dtscriminalion requires to be ntmoved from the date it has 
been effected since they are entitled to get all the 
consequential benefiLs of wages, allowances^ ere. at par 
with the permarreut Loaders employed by the Authority 
and ihe concerned workmen are entitled to get the 
decLaration that they are the permanent workmen of the 
Authority, It 't% also submitted by the Union that, though 
Piovidenl Fund contributions are being deducted from 
their wages but no sJips and/or statement etc is given to 
these 20 concerned workmen^ It is also submitted by the 
Union that, till December, 1992 one M^, Jack Enterprises 
was the so-called contractor but from l-L-1993 the 
concerned workmen have been departmentalized, h is 
further submitted by the Union that, the quantum of work 
done by the concerned loaders at Cargo Complex arKi import 
warehouse has been constantly increasing over the years 
but the number of workmen has remained the same. 

5 . In relation to other concerned workmen* 9 workmen 
have been employed for the work of operation and 
maintenance of Baggage Conveyor System at Terminat LA 
at SantacniZp whose details have been given at Annexure 1. 
These concerned workmen perfonn the duties of attending 
break down ofconveyorfrelt; doing electrical maintenance 
of conveyor belk doing miechanical maintenance of 
conveyor belt, attending panel board, cleaning and oiling 
the conveyor bch, removing and fitting Gear Box, checking 
Tepairing/maintainnig weighing scales and doing over all 
maintenance work of conveyor belt including over oiling 
thereof at terminal lA. The designations ofthese workmen 
are Mechanics^. Electricians and Helpers/KbaUisl and they 
are working there continuously for last so many years. The 
Junior Engineer and the Manager Engineering supervise 


and control the activities of the concerned workmen. All 
the tooh/equipments such as rings sets, spanners, grease 
guns. Wires, bulbs^ welding machines* conductor, relay 
panels, etc. are provided by the Management of the 
Authority^ Authority has introduced as intermediate 
contractors viz. M/s. Gannon Danker ley & Co., More 
Marketing Pvt, Ltd., and now M^s. DeJfte. The deLails of 
numbers ofeonv^yor [3elts ateach terminal and the number 
of contract/permanent workmen employed iherc are viz. at 
TerminaJ LA there ore 6 Belts where 9 contract workers arc 
employed to carry out the work (in 3 eight hours shifts}, at 
TerminaJ EB there are S Beits and £ permanent workers are 
employed there to carry out this work {in 3 eight hours 
shiftsX at Temiinal IE there are E6 iicits where42 pectnunent 
workmen are employed to carry out this work (in 3 eight 
hours shifts), at and Phase JJ of Terminal IK. Thc.se 
concerned workmen work in three shifts and even son>e 
xxm&s are required to perform these duties beyond iheir 
normal duly hours but they are not paid any over litnc 
wages for the same, 

6 . Union further submits that there exists direct 
employer/employee retationship between the I st Parly, 
Authority and the concerned workmen since the day- to¬ 
day instructions regarding mode and manner of work are 
given by the ofTicials of the Authority, the premises on 
which the said work is carried out beEong to the Authority, 
the tools, apparaiiu$ afnd equipments are provided to the 
concerned workmen by the Authority^ permanent workmen 
empEoyed by the Authority are performing the same, Bimilar 
and identical duties aUmgwith the concerned workmen and 
there is no difference orwEtatsoever nature in their duties 
and the concerned workmen work in 3 shifts without any 
break, iHe work in respect of maintenance and operation of 
Baggage Conveyor System ofTcmninal lAat Santacniz is 
of permanent, reguEar, perennial nature and of vital 
importance, the so-called contractors are mere name-lenders 
and they are never present on the premises where these 
activities are cairkd out by the concerned workmen Chiring 
rebruary, 2000to>JovemW,2(M)0 the 9 concerned worktrsn 
worked without there being any intermediate contractor 
Their muster-roll was certified and signed by Junior Engineer 
one Shri Bannerjee., with Manager (Engineering] Shri J.P. 
Singh for the said period and they w^e paid directly during 
the said period and the muster rolls were carrying the name 
of'TAD" i.e. (International Airports Divison) and that they 
are even issued passed for ihe AutEwrity which are vaEid 
for one year. 

7. In respect of the other set of concermed workmen 
it is submitted by the Union ihak w far the concerned 
workmen employed by the Authority at Termina] lEB, there 
are 12 such workmen who are designated as wiremen. 
mechanics and JChalasi whose details have been given in 
Aimexure 1 to the Statement of Claim. These 12 concomod 
woclanenempkiycd atTcim Il-B perftnrn the same, simitar 
and identical duties like aforesaid 9 workmen, except that 
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these t2 concerned workmen are performing their duties at 
Terminal IIB whereas 9 concerned workmen ore pcrfftmiing 
their duties at Terminal tA, It is submitied by ihe Union 
that pri*r to November, J994 these 12 workmen were 
employed through intermediate contractor by name Oe 
Engineerings Howevern from I-II-J994 they have been 
departmentalized in Authority. Their designations have 
be^ as Wlreman EMD-l, Mechanic EMD- I Khalasi 
EMI>I, Wineman EMD-EI, Mechanic EMI>II, Khalasi 
EMD- [I etc. and these workmen are continuously working 
dqmlmentatly for last mcH'e than S years or so under dircci 
supervision, control and management of officials of the 
Authority and are performing same^ similar and identical 
dufties like other pemnarwnt workmen working with the 
Authority. Union further submitted that, at Terminal lA, in 
respea of Con veyor Beh activities there are no pennanent 
workmen and entire work is done by the said 9 eoncemed 
vtorkmcn without getting ihe benefiTS of permanency and 
at Terminal lUB EMD-fl (Conveyor Section) there are 39 
permanent wotimen. Union further submitted that, &incc 
there is no differxsnce of whatsoever nature betw-een the 
dirties carried out by the permanent workmen and the eo' 
called contract labours, there is no justification or any 
ratlonat reason for treating the 9 concerned wurkrnc-n ns 
contract labours especially when for last so many years 
they are working directly as departmental workmen and 
the entire action of the Autborily refusing to give the status, 
benefits and privileges of permanent workmen to the 
coAcemed workmen, is nothing but a subterfuge and a 
camouflage. Union further submitted that, the introduction 
of intermediate contractors resorted to by the Authority 
by way of some paper airangemenl between *he Authority 
and the so called contractors is/was nothing but sham and 
bogus arrangement and it is a camouflage eo depi iv(: the 
concerned workmen and the workmen involved In Writ 
Petition No .279 of2000 of their entitlement for the benefits 
available to the permanent workmen of the Authoi'ity. It is 
also submitted by the Union that, the impugited action of 
Authority not treating them as its employees is totally 
unjust, illegal^ malaflde and arbitrary and the sa called 
contracts which were purportedly entered into by the 
Authority with the so-cnit^ mere name-lenders, are sham, 
bogus contracts, since the premises on which the 
concerned workmen wnork belong to the Authority, rates of 
wages of the concerned workmen are determined by the 
Authority, the method and manner in which the work is to 
be carried out by the concerned workmen are decided by 
the Authority. The overall day-to-day supervision, control 
and administrarion/management is that of the officials of 
the Authority. The regular documeniniion i.e^ log book, 
duty roaster, office notes, muster rolls, payment registers, 
entry passes etc. are prepared and maintained and signed 
by tbeofficialE/manflgersQftbe Authority. The concerned 
workmen have been in the cominuous employment of the 
Authority for several years, without any break and in each 
of the calendar year each one of them has completed 


continuous service of more than 240 ckiys. The concerned 
workmen are performing the same, similar Jind identicut 
duties like permanent workmen, and the work of the 
concerned workmen as well a.'i perniancnt w'orkmcn is 
supervised and controlled by the very same offiriais of ihc 
Authority, that the arran cement arrived at by the Authority 
before departmentali^aijon of the concerned workmen was 
mere paperanungement with rnalaf ed intentions in deprive 
the CDncemed workmen of their righlful wages, claim^^. 
benefits of permanency which the concerned workmen are 
entitled to receive based on various labour I egi si fit ions 
Provident Fund and Mi sc. Provisions Act, 1952, 

Act, Payment of Bonus Aet and Industrial Employtuenr 
(Standing Ciders) Act, 194h and the said paper airangcmnit 
is against the pro vi$ioni of Section 23 and 27 of the [iidian 
Contract Act. which is nothing bni sh^nn and bn^us 
airangemcnt. By doing that, the ci>nceriicd wnrkmcji hjivc 
been victiniized and cheated, the concerned workinen w ere 
entitled at least lt> the wages and allowances which arc 
paid by the Authority to its permanent workmen at 
lowest levek in view ofRcuu tui ion 2 5 of die Contract I Hibiiiir 
(Abolition & Regulation) .Act. The conccniod workmen 
m not even paid bare mini mum wages, concerned workmen 
are denied the benefits of various "SeHlements/Ati.rcenficnts 
which are signed by the Authority and w hich arc appliC[Lbk 
10 the permanent workmen on K t the substantial part of the 
responsibility of the Airpon Managerial Personnel is the 
supervision and control of the work being pcrlbnncd by 
the so-called contreci workers and the Opertttion 
Department has issued Job Description (Durics and 
Responsibilities of the Airport Managers) which include 
to keep a record of the shiA personnel on duly, their 
attendance and leave record, inspeci the Lermitial building 
for cleanlinesE and check all piisscnger amenities like 
lounge furnitures, toilets, drinking water facilities, 
P. A. System, CCTV, Flight rntbrnaaliDii Boards ([display 
slip Hal type), lift escalator, conveyor belts etc. lo ensure 
that they are available and funeiioning in a complaint Tree 
manneF, ensure maintenance of the area in the immediaLc 
vicinity of the terminal building to ensure that they are 
kept e ieaii and there is no li kcli hood of congest ion any wl lere 
at any time^ ensure that I here is no water logging on the 
city sight and airsidc of technical bui Iding* reserved lounges 
are maintained well and allotted to entitled persons only, to 
supervise and control the working of all staff of [AAf on 
the shift duty (including Civil and FlccEricai Departmental 
in coordination with AETE, to abend the complaints and 
suggestions by public and maintain a complaint book. 
Whenever there have been so- l ailed cmitracis between 
the name-lender contractors and Authority such contracts 
have always been sicreo-type c<mtr^cis which arc mere 
paper arrangements and, in fact and in practice, full and 
complete control is vested in the Authority, diaE when the 
Authority realized that the present set of workmen are. in 
fact, Iheir workmen and have been dcpanmciUalij:ed it. 
therefore, in (he year 2000 and 21)01 the Authority called 
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for detail regardir^g employmodt of atl the cortoemod 41 
workmen and these woiimen were asked to fljniishc^ 
regarding their dates of births qualification, date of 
deportmentaHTaHon etc. and their last photograph and the 
same were &mished by the coiHKTiwdworia™ However 
irspite thereof these workmen have not been made 
pennanemp the maferiat, tools and apinralus requited by 
the concerned workmen for canytitg out their day to day 
work are jm^vided by the Authori^p the duties performed 
by the concemed wotlmen are in respect of permanent, 
regular and perennial activities of the Authority and it is an 
mtegeaS part of their regular activities; 1st Party being 
Authority under Article 12 of the Constitution of India, 
discriminatory treatment meted out to the concern^ 
workmen by them under the guise of employing these 
workmen earlier through the so-called contracts and now 
departmentally (without giving them any benefits of 
permanent workmen) is uncalled for, unwarranted and 
uqustifkd; in viewofthe Dhective PTinciplesorState Policy 
under ttie Constituiioh of [ndia, the responsibility is cast 
on the Authority not to indulge in diacriminatHm and to 
give fehservioeconditkits widfeir toalltb^ 
employed under iL Without any discrimination; there is 
ab^Lutely no reason whatsoever for the Authority to make 
any discrimination between the two sets of workmen i.e.41 
concemed workmen and the permanent workmen and to 
continue the same indefbiitely; such discrimination amouiH 
to unfair labour practices under item 10 of Fifth Schedule 
nead with Section 2 (ra) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947; the concerned workmen have worked for lasisewral 
years without any break and without any interruption 
hence they are entitled to the befiefhs of permanency wkh 
consequentiai benefits arid deprival of the same by the 
Auihorily is unconstitiitional; upon liftitigof the veil it con 
be seen that there is direct empkiyer/employee relationship 
between the Authority aind tfre concerned workmen and 
wherever there were intermediaie so-called contractors they 
were mere name lenders or agents and such contractors 
were never the employers of the concerned workmen; the 
cngagemerit of the workmen on large scale under the label 
of contract labours is victimization of the concerned 
workmen and it is nothing but their e^tploitatton which is 
resorted to with malafide intentions by the Authority with 
a view to deprive these workmen of fair conditions of 
fitnployment and with the ulterior motive of denying them 
the status, benefits and privileges of permanent workmen; 
permanent workmen employed by the Authwhy are getting 
dearness allowance, other allowaifcces, basic pay, revision 
in wages etc, periodically and in contrast the ctmeeraed 
workmen are getting meager wages the said disparity is 
unexplainable, unreasonable, unwarranted and uncalled for 
and the same requires to be removed bom tbt date/day it 
has been practiced; the so-called conlractors who were 
hitrodtjced by the Authority were not registered coruractnra 
and did not have valid and proper licences forrecruitments 
and engagements of contract labours and the same were 


deliberately withdlrawii by the Authority itself and the 
cohcereed workmen have been depottmcntalized aiKl all 
the concerned workmen are having necessary skills, 
experience, qualification, etc. to perform their respective 
duties and have been performing their duties sincerely, 
honestly and to the best satisfiiction of (he Authority. 

K. [t is further submitted by the Union that, all the 
concerned workmen Le. 20 loaders working at Cargo 
Compkx and Import Warehouse, 9 workmen at Terminal 
l-Aand lIworkmraalTennitttd Jl-Bhovebccndeprivedof 
all the benefits under the mandatory provisions all these 
years and the disparity procrioed by the Authoti^ against 
these concerned workmen has caused irreporabk damage 
and harm to (he interests of the poor woikmen and they 
have been exploited by the Authority for all these years. It 
is submitted that the disparity and discrimination between 
these 41 workmen on the ok hand and the permanent 
^rnptoyees/workrnen employed by the Authoit^ on the 
otb^ hand requires to be nDtnavod Stom the dote h has 
been started and all the concerned workmen are entitled to 
the benefits of permanency and other consequential 
benefits with 1 9% compound, from the dote/day each one 
of them has completed 240 days condtnioic employment 
with the Authority. It la also submitted by the Union that 
in view of the orders dated 16lh December, 2002 passed by 
the Division Bench of the Hon'We High Court in Writ 
PttitiffliNo. 279 of2000protectkM fffflited to tK: concerned 
workmen be continued since the same will not prejudioe 
ihe Authority in any manner whatsoever. 

9r Union, therefore, prayed to hold and declare that 
the contract between the Authority and the respective 
controaors ore sham, bogus and camouflage to deprive 
the concerned workmen to the benofLts available to the 
pernianetit workmen employed by the Authority; to hold 
and declare that^ the concerned workmen are direct 
employees of the Auihority, to direct the Authority to give 
sUIuSh benefits and priviicgies of permanent workmen, to 
all the concerned workmen fram the <ta)e/day each one of 
(hem has completed continuous service of240 days, at par 
with the pernianent workmen and to pay them the arrears 
arising thereffeun wi(h 19% compound interest; direct the 
Authority to pay wages and consequential benefits to all 
the concerned workmen at the same rates as applicable to 
(hfiirpennanem workmen otkI also to pay the consequential 
arrears to these workinan with IS% compound intcreM 
theretm; to direct the 1 s( Party tp give equal pay for equal 
work to the concerned workinen and also prayed for interim 
and ad-interim reliefs in lermsof ftieir above prayers during 
the peirderiey of the present referetKe.. 

] 0. This is disputed by the 1 at Party by filing Written 
Statement at Exhibit M 1/S making out the case that, 
Reference in the presem form is manifest^ erroneous arto 
without jurisdiction and as such iiabli-IK be quashed since 
(be Covemment of India, Ministry of Labour has mLide a 
Refererrce to this Tritnmal Ibr adjudicationreciriiig hi the 
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order of reference ihaE Ihe Cenlral Government wiis oiThc 
opinion that an industrial dispute existed between tbc 
employee, Ut Party, in relation to ihc Management 
Aiqwn Authority olTndia and their worloncn, the 2nd Party, 
in Tcspecr of the matters specified in the schedule annexed 
therewith, ft Js funher recited therein tfmE the I lon'ble I figh 
Court of Judicature ai Mumbai on Writ Petition N 0.279 of 
2000 directed the Goveriinrenl for Reference of ihc 
abovesaid industrial dispute for adjudication. It is therefore, 
subn^itled by the 1st Parly that the order of reference waii 
made only al the directions ofthe IZon'blc High Court of 
Bombay and not in exercise ofthe powers conferrtjd on tlic 
appropriate Government (o refer the indLis(nal dispute 
originated from the provisions of Section 10(1) of the 
Industrial [disputes Act, I9d7. The said power has io be 
exercised by the appropriate Government, only w hen it 
satisfied on the basis ol'the material on record' forming j[i 
opinion, thul, the industrial dispute existed or apprehended 
before the order of reference is made tor adjuditaLi{)n. '['he 
appropriate Governtnent has to form an opinion as to the 
factual existence of industrial dispute. preliminary 
step discharge of its functions in thb regard. It is also 
contended that, the satisfaction of the existence of the 
industrial dispute is a condition precedeni; before makiii;^ 
the order of reference, the reference that has been made by 
the Central Government al the direction ofthe Homb^y 
High Court issued in (he Writ Petition ^Jo.279 of 2U0D; 
without forming an indupendenl opinion by it in respect of 
the existence of (he industrial dispute, as requited under 
Section 10(1) of die Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. ft i^ulso 
contended by the 1st l^arty that, the so called induiti ial 
dispute was raised by ihc 2nd Party for the first time before 
the Hon'ble High G-ourt under Article 22b of the 
Constitution of India and there was no any deinand rniied 
against (he Managcn:icnt 3t any pnijit of ttme before i^ny 
authority. There was no any coneiliutidn procecduig^ 
initiated as recjuircd under Section 12 of (he Indu^tnid 
Disputes Act. 1947. !t is contended (hat. the CeiUral 
Government had no any ina(erial before it tir saliisfy (hut 
the Industria) dispute ex isted between the panics to exercise 
its power under Section l(J(l) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947. file discretion ofGovernmcnl to make t3ic order 
of reference is dependen( on i(s satisfaction. The opinion 
formed by (he GovernmecU of India on the basis oJ'tlie 
directions issued by the High Court was nol conclusive: 
ns fee same was not the op i n ion oft ;ent ra I Governme n i. l=i s 
conicmplatcd under Section 10(1 fofihc IndLL'^triLil Di.spmca 
Act, 1947 and that, there was no material before the CeturaJ 
Government for comm^to the conclusion that, the indusirial 
dispute c.'tisted, which is a ciindiiion precedent in foc niing 
ofthe opiiuon and it has acted in clear cocirnivejiiion of 
the provisions of Section 10(1) ofthe Indnstrial Dfspuies 
Act, E 947, here in after icfcrred to as The said Act \ without 
dpplicEilinn of its mind and to ^dmi the necessary opinion 
in respect of the existence of the im1us(riul dispuie- as 
required under Section I (!(1 ) ofthe Act and hetice t!ic said 


order of reference Is manifestly erroneous and without 
jurtsdictioft and as ^uch ]i:tble to be quashed It h aho 
contended by the Authi.Ti(y iliat, tfcie order of reference 
dated 7-3-2003 was made at (he directions ofthe Bombay 
High Court in Writ PciUion No.279 of 2000 bv the 
Government of India. Miuistfy of Labour, New f^lhi at the 
behest of the Union, w hich does not operate ai ihe shop 
floor, as its workmen are not (heir inctnbers. f'he said Utiion 
has no any operation, hcncc. lias tio locus standi so far as 
the order of reference Is concenicd. It is also contended by 
the Isl Party that, the reference is had lor non-Joindcr of 
(he neccssai^ parties und that [he same be rejected im [lie 
said ground alone since the Union has time and again 
referred to the confracior.s engaged by the AuLhoritV: 1st 
Parly from time To tinic a(tiiln ii i ng d i iferem k i nd of ad i ert i ves 
to them but they have uot been itnpleaded as panics in fee 
reference i hough son^c ol [lic Cont rat tors were in ip leaded 
in (he Writ Petition Nos. I ^E94 of 264 I of 1992,12Sb of 
1996 and 279 of 2000, hence [hey were prn|ierand neccsflaiy 
parties in (his order of reterenee also. U is submitted by (he 
Authority that due to non-joindcr' of (he said pariie.s. ii 
may cause prejudice to the AL.idu]ri(y as w-eJl as to ihem. h 
is also contended by the Authori[y. Is! rai(y- (hat. the 
Union cuniiot represeni the concerned Workmen as they 
are not the workmen of ihc' l.st Eai(y. Authority, and (ha( 
the said workers neither can enroll themselves as the 
members of the Uniori riH>r Union eaii admit [hem ns it^ 
members and the 2nd i\s[ [}. Uomn is not ineiinl for them 
and the ht Party ii no[ uw-Lire wfieihLr the in id worker.^ in 
fiaerhave been the members of the 2nd Htuty. Union, ^uicc 
J 989 till today. 1st Parly. Auihoritv rnnhci'SObiTin tlnii. ihc 
dispute mus( be between ihe einpJover on one side ;ind his 
workmen on the other side, liui ihc persons referred to in 
the order of nefereuec be the parries lo the dispute, 

as they are uot (he ' "vvork i n u n' w ii Ei in i he mean i ng o I' ^eci i< n i 
2{ sj of the Industrial I )isptite^ All 1947. lienLe the order 
of rcrerencc b had in liiw. os whot is referred by (he 
Govcrntncj^t to this Goori lor adjnaicatiou ij. nut im 
industrial tlispL](c' within die mcaiiin^ of Section 2{k'l of 
fee Act and the order of re I ere nee is liable to hcfeieutcd on 
this ground aloncL H i.s liUo .=^Libniii[cd by fee Authoriu 
(ha!, I here is no privily ufeoiitjacL of employment belween 
it and the concerned worknien since tlicy are not 'worknien' 
as defined under Section 2{.^} or" the IndListrial l>Lspu(cs 
Act. 1947. It is contend Cl I Iw the Ut Paity that, essential 
condition ofa person being ^Mukunui wiihiii the (errns ol' 
Lhc definition b ihu!, he .ihot!Id Ik^ employed lo do the 
work in that Induslry and that (here should be an 
employ menL of his by the cm plover and I hot there i^hoofd 
he (he rclatiouihip between die employer and him as 
between etnploycr and cmpEoyce 1.Infest, the person is .so 
einpToyed there cantioL he L|LicsLiori oJ'his being u 'workmiin' 
within the definition oJ'ihc leiTti us contained in the Act. 
When the contract sy^ieiu is in vo^tJC, the persons 
employed by the ct>ritiafii)rs :irc !iot (fie w<^rkmcn of the 
1st Party. ]t is further oonK'oded iliat, the indusirial dispute 
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within the meaning of Section 2(V) Jiuiiistrial Distmtes 

Act, 1947 miisl be between the employ^r^ and the workmen 
35 defined under Section 2(s) of the said Act. Since the 
coftcen>ed workmen are not theifwoikjnenp as dehiKd (thder 
Section 2(s) of the said Act they have no locus-standi to 
raise the industrial dispute under Section 2Ck) of the said 
Ac4, through the Union, The’workmen oFthe 1st Party may 
raise the dispute through their Union for their employment 
or non-employment or the terms of employment or with the 
conditions of labour^ provirkd the workmen must have 
direct and substantial interest in Lhcir employment, uon^. 
employment, the terms of employment or with the 
conditions of labour. The definition of Section 2(k) of the 
said Act has to be read in the contextof the subject-matter 
and the scheme of the said Act. The said Act is primarily 
meant for regulating the relations of the empioyets and 
their woikmen as defined tinder Section 2(s) of the said 
Act, The said Act avowedly gives a restricted meaning to 
the word ^workman' and even excludes ettiployees 
provided in Section 2(sKui) and (iy) of the Actn The s«id 
Act draws the distinction between the workmen aJ $iich 
and the manageriaf supervisory and administrative staff 
Tliu^ the Act is primarily meant for regulating the relations 
of the employer^ and their workman and almost all the, 
provisions of the Act ate intended to confer benefits on 
the class of persons, who generally answer to the dcrinition 
of the word 'workman" as defined under Section 2(s) of the 
said Act. Tt is further contended that, having regard to the 
scheme and the objects ofthe Act and its other provisiems^ 
the definition oFSeetioa 2(k) ofthe Act has to be read. The 
definition clause falls into three parts (i) there must be a 
dispute or difference (ii) the dispute or difference must be 
between the employer and their workmen as defined under 
Section 2( s) ofthe said Act, as the 1 st Parly ig not cotitemed 
with rest of the parties i,e, employers and employees or 
workmen and workmen, (iii) the dispute or difference must 
be connected with the employment or non employment or 
the terms of employment or with the conditions of labour 
of tmy person. It ii contended that the first two parts 
obviously do not apply to the facts of the case as there 
cannot be a real or substantial dispute between the 1st 
Party and the persons covered in Writ Petition tJo.279 of 
2000, concerned workmen. The third part of the said 
definition may relate to any of two matters i.e. (j) employment 
or non-employment and (ii> terms of employment or 
conditions of labour of any person. So far as the third part 
ofthe deflniiLoci is cottcemoi, the workmen ofthe Authority 
through their Union may espouse their causey provided 
they must have direct and substantial interest in them. In 
the absence of such interest among the employees of the 
1st party, the dispute cannot be said to be real dispute 
between the parties. Whereas the workmen of the company 
raise a dispute as against their employer, the person 
regarding whose empioymen*^ non-employm^ntj terms of 
employment or conditions of labour^ the dispute is raised, 
need not be a workman wjrhin ihe meaning of Section 2(s> 


of the Act, but must be one in whoM empkiyinem, non- 
employment, terms ofemploymenl or conditions of labour^ 
the wofkmM 3W a class must have direct and substential 
interestp which did not exit when the alleged industrial 
dispute was espoused by the Union. 1st Party further 
submitted that, when the validity of the reference made 
under Section 2(k) ofthe said Act is challenged it has to be 
established by the 2iid Pai^p Union Ihat^ the industrial 
dispute espoused by ii had the support of a Mibstanlial 
section of the workmen employed in the establishment. It 
must, thenefofc^ show that, the substantial number of such 
workmen employed in the establishment participated in or 
acted together and anrived at an understanding either by a 
resolution Of by any other means and collectively 
supported the said industrial dispute. It submitted that, no 
such exercise WBj niade btfore espousing dw cause ofthe 
concerned workmen, hetwte the satd Reference ts bad in 
law. 1st Party, therefore, prayed that the reference be 
rejected. 

(I I) It is further comended by the Auttwfity that, 
the 2nd Party^ Union filed Writ Petiiion No.279of2000 
coveriftg tbe Doncreriwd workmen praying for orders 
(a) direct the Ttd^ondent Mo-Ki e. Autliority)tB forthwith 
discontinue the control swarded to die Responded No.5 
(i.e. the contractor) and to absorb the control labourcn 
listed at the exhibit as direct arid permanent employees, 
(ii) to direct the Respondent No I to pay and extend to the 
said conUaet labourers with retrospective effecl fbll wages 
and benefits extended to its permanent and direct 
employees; doing identical work (iii) to resiruin the 
Respondent NotfJ, 4 and 5 (i.e. the Authority, the Regional 
Labour Commissioner (C) and the contractorre^Kctively) 
from temuTiaikig services of the said contract labourers 
[iv) to ad-interim and interim reliefs in ter™ of prayers 
(i) to (iii) and the order dated 2’*2^2001 was pa$sed by the 
Hon 'ble High cloLirt i n terms of priyer (ii i) only. It b fhrther 
contended by the Authority that, there was no uny prayer 
in any ofthe said Writ Pethions fifed by the Untort, 2nd 
Party, in the Hoo^ble High Court to declare that the ountract 
was sham and bogua and was a camotiflage to deprive The 
contract labourers concerned; in the said petition h of 
benefitsivailableto Its permanent woikinsn. The alfegations 
made in this regard by the Union in the statement of claim 
are nothing but an after thought and are made To fine tunc 
with the terms of reference made by ihe Govemmeitt of 
India, Ministry of Labour, pursuant to the dined ions issued 
by the Hon ble High Court of Bombay in its order dated 
16-12-2002 in Writ Petition No.279 of 2000. U is also 
submitted that the Hon "ble High Court while pasaing the 
order at clause (i) of paragraph 4(1) ofthe said order was 
influenced by the order passed by the High Court in Writ 
Petition No.9l7 of 1995 and others and the observations 
made by The Supreme Court ir Steel Authccity of India Utl 
and ors. ve National Union Water Front Workers and others 
200 1 AIR SC W p,3574 ^ 2001 Ifi CLR pJ49 without having 
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any reference in the pleadings of the Union in \his regard 
inWnl Petition. It is ftinher submitted by the Authority 
(hat, the order dated U -4-19^7 svas pas^^ed by the Hon'ble 
Supreme Court of India in Special Leave Petition {c) 
N'tjs.4088-4t>93 of 3 997 arising from the Judgment of Bombay 
High Couit passed on 27-3-1996 in Writ PeriTion No^ 1494 
of ] 2fi41 of 3 992 and ] 256 of 1996 directing (he Cennral 

Advisory Contract Labour Board (hereinafter referred to 
a?; the 'Board') to eiiamine the matters and then give 
necessary advice to the Goveminent of India for taking 
appropriate action under Section I Oof the Contract l.abour 
(Regularion and AbK>lition') Act. 1970 fhcre in after referred 
to as Che *'Contrac( l^abour AtE'). U is further suhmitkd 
that accordingly the Union applied to the Government of 
India and die Board for investigation of the said mtiKcr m 
act^ordance with the law. After hearing the parties 
Government ofindiiu Ministry-of l-abour, New Delhi, issued 
a NoSiftcation dated 16-13-l999prohibl(ingtheemplo>-TnenT 
of con tract labour, inceralia, in Cat^o handling and conveyor 
system. Thu Union therefore filed a Writ l^elition which 
was numbered as Wric Petition No, 279 of 2000 praying for 
various reliefs including ab.sorptiou of the contract 
labourer:! as. The Hon'ble High Court, however, by its 
order dated F 6-12-2002 directed the respemdents to abide 
by the interim reliefs granted by it, if any and further directed 
the Government of India to make a relcrence of the demands 
spec i fied the ne i n to the 3 nd u si ri a I Tri biina I For adj ud icati on 
and accordingly the order of present reference was made. 
1st Party further submitted thau the industrial dispute can 
be raised by the Union, only on issuance of prohibition 
notificaiion under Section 10(1) ofthcCentml Labour Act; 
prohibiting employment of contract labour or otherw-tsc; 
as held by the Apex Court in the case of Steel Authority of 
India. There was, however, decTsion of the Government of 
India to prohibit employment of the contract labour in the 
w'cvks I :>t Party subn that. Authority was aggrieved 
bv pnifi ii heociMhe Aulhorily filed a Writ Petition being 
C i ■> i I ^Vrit Petition No. 65 40 of' 1999, the Hon ^b1e High Court, 
De^hs by ardci-dated 22 - 11-2001 quashed the impugned 
:f. :,fir:atron dated i6-!U1999 issued by Central 
Gr>vem;nent, U is further contended by the 1st party ibati 
.Mr Port Employees Federation of India (AEFT), Kerala, filed 
?i Letters Patent Appeal in the! tm^ble High Court of Delhi 
iigiuns! ^hv said judgmtm and ordt^r dated 22-] 1-2001 
againii the order of the Sioglf Judge which was 
numberctl as LHA No.530of20Q2 in CPW No.6Maol 1999 
rti?d by order dated 24-7-2002 the Division Bench dismissed 
(hr ^pjieaf observing that tKcre ^vere no merils in it. Isl 
Patty submisidd thak Mr. Sivamman and another filed a 
Special teave Petition (No. CC 956 of 200J} In the Apex 
Gourt against the said judgement and order dated 
24-,2002 which was dismi^^ by Apex Court vide tis 
order dated 31 -*-2003. Jt u, tfierefore. canrended by the I st 
Party that it is not for the Hon'bic Court to enquire into the 
questfon and decide whelher the employment of contract 
labourers in any process, operation or other work in any 


establishmenl should be ^sbo!lulled or run. U is tlie iLiiitU'r 
foMhe decision by the Ge\fi]iuiciU. idler LVui^^itiLTiu-ilie 
matter under Sect i ori 10 (i!' (h r t' i m itz u a [. ut^ o i jr .V el .\\\w r ti 
was done by (he Gro^ eniuien! (.h| [ndi:.'i n.-; llv erred 
hereinabove. U is. there ftue. liii-rhci- uuntL-nded [n ]\r.: Ki 
party that, this Tiibuiuil liu-i (uj nulfuiriiy uj- jui i^diL■LKUl 'u 
adjudicate ihe rsstie ^^hei)i^:r ilic contJU!.i heiw^eu nud 
the contractor's wiL.-> .-luiiu :iiuJ ho^u-^ Lind 
Camoufiageto deprive tlie Loiicer iU'd inlfie f^L■Lllion, 

of benefits avallnhle to il-. juvu-iiment h\uL k[iieii >iru;e llii> 
Tribunal has no jurLdLeLi\UL i-r uiKl)hujt\ :n iidiLidiL.uc ihe 
said issue and the olher whiel^ ure iikiikiiUd uNii 

cannot be adjudicated, lurue ii pniyed iluii i!v uidei ol' 
Reference dated 20- ."5 - 20 1 ; h r re j ec i e d ^ 11 d ^ !■( ?i: i ■■ l1 . 

(12) It is contcfuLd b} iIk- Iu ^^■Ll■Ly. .>M[lLLu iLv. liuu. 
the preliminary issues lui-.ijd by ii to ibr nioi ^i| 
matter and relale Xif tine iu i i>Jktiiui of tliv ^ i(>\ ui inuent 
India, Ministry of Labour. Delhi t<i mukc thu nidei or' 
reference doted 7-3-2(Hij uuiu^ [■^LblJ|)^sl uud iis JunsdiLiion 
to adjudicate the F^el'ereriL e on nierii.T. 

(13) Isl Parly h^ ilhouL piejudire lo ik dlbre.-iiiiil 

Contentions and preliminuiA ^ji'iecLiiuis in reply 1o ilie 
Statement ofCbliTis suhaiiued iluu. 1 - 1 % -s ii-tue ol the ordeir 
of reference dared 7-^2(i(U. ilie iilleiicJ indiiMnal dispuie 
has been referred for iidJiidiL\itiaii lyf ;Iils ■]'i j[>uii:il 
concerning contraci Fabourers in Wrii Petituvi No 2'-'9 ef 
2000 who worked under di I levenr ConirueUnj! rrotii tl iru- lo 
time. Hence, rhe allcNdikui^ tliai tlie iiKiiisiriul di-^puie 
ConcerniJig 41 workincn einpl^ycLl li> liiv; .Aijtluji it\ hiul 
been referred forddjudie.n wnxo ilii^ '['riinniLjl Iw [he (.'i iirut 
Govemmem are not correct, tt i^ I'unher u cm ended h\ ihe 
1st Party that (he Union cLiiiru^t K'tiruseiii ihi: siaiii pci^sn.'^ 
as they are not the w^nkiuen oi'tli;: t>i IMm- ond thol. 
neilher the said persons ton enroll ihetiiselvLis ih Lie 
members of the Union jioi' tlie Univui vuu lkIiuIi i hem os its 
members and the Linion i.^ not nuMiit k^r iliein niod ihi; 
Authority is not awasc ^v-lieLlier lIk' mUlI ["jeiM^ns iri 
Labour, did notact iiulcpeiideio!> m hundnc mi npijunji. 
as required under Section Kl of tlie FndusiiijJ iJispine^ 
Act 1947 that lire indo::c..-. 1 = d:^.riii4: Lw h::u_e 

re(tfTcd LothkTribtmai by ^-.dk.Kkealie.u sIhil'-.' :l m.-uv ikc 
reference a| the directio,n r.rrcn : -y olc bk- f i i-i : rnuri 
in its order dared in redEFoo No .To or 

2000. The wordings th c .k," : ;t i k to 1 1 u; o; der jc :'i;re;i r i.- 
dated 7*3-2003 as wcl; -ji m \\w -.-rde': .l.yed 
t6-12-2002 passed by tOe Pi-m'oi-. ihe.h G[>li:i w-. Wot 
petitioft No. 279 of 2lMiO u s' ti:e r^iUue 1 l>e d:';L'r:uti^^!i ol 
GflV^rtienl to make Ihc L'lsier’ of r^.k'-,’r'Cfc]i.'e h djovuden' 
on its safififacikwi ihailhe inLt-i.+iruil di-rpou' eni-Lr e\^sL^ 
Of apprehended. The opin'-11 i fjiiviod h' the Gowr-nmeot 
of rndia on the basis of rhe duveiion^ pa^^incd by ihc I liiili 
Court was not concluri^c I'he alluded indiij^iriol dl.^poie 
was raised by rhe Union ft?c Ihe 1'jr'is lime heCorr the 
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Ho?i' ble High Court of Bombay under Article 226 of the 
Constitution of India in the year 19S9. ] st |>arty submitted 
that^ the Central Government had acted in clear 
contravention of the provision of Section 10(1) of the Act 
and had taken the decision* only on the basis of directions 
of the Hon'bic Bombay High Court without having any 
material before it to apply its mind and form the necessary 
opinion in respect of the existence o f the industrial d ispute 
hence the said order of reference dated 7-3-2003 is 
manifest^ erroneaus and without jurisdiction and as such 
liable to bc^ rejected on this ground alone. 1st Party further 
contended that, there is no deflniticm of‘Traffic services*^ 
as averred by the 2nd Party but it is ^air traffic Service" 
under Chapter-L of the Airports Authority of India Act, 
199^, Chapter lit deals with the functions of the 1st Party 
and noi definiiinn of the Is: Party a& averred by the 2nd 
Party. There are two division of the 1st Party viz. (i) 
IntematLonal Airports Division and (ii) National Airports 
Division, The International Airports Division manages 
5 international airports, whereas National Airports Division 
manages 119 Airports across the country. The man-power 
required by It is consisting of pennanent, terif>po(raty and 
contractual. Though the order of reference dated 7-3-2005 
did not specify the nufpber of persons covered in the order 
of reference, it has given a reference to the persons 
concerned in the said Writ Petition. The Union has annexed 
and marked as Annexure-l, showing therein the list of 
persons deployed at Cargo Complex and Import 
Warehouse- 1st Party submitted that since the concerned 
workmen were appointed by the Contractors details it is 
not aware about their date of joining, date of birth and 
joining of service. They are not departmental since 
I -1-1999. [t is submitted the Auth™ty that I fl contract 
loaders are deployed at Import Warehouse and air Cftfgo 
complex; 9 contract labourers are deployed for carri^e 
conveyor system at Terminal 1-A arid 12 contract labottrers 
are deployed at difTcnent sections of Terminal 2. It is den^ 
by the Authority that the workmen concerned in the present 
reference i.e. 20+9+ 12 were working respective^ in the 
cargo complex & import Ware-House, Conveyer Belt and 
Electrical Maintenance and that out of those workman, 20 
woi^en (i.e. loaders) doing tbe work of loading and 
unloading of cargo were called as casuaF loaders and that 
the remaining workmen of which the fim nine are employed 
as conveyor belt operution and maintenance workers at 
Tenuina! F-A and nest 12 were employed at Terminal 2B and 
they were doing the work in connection with electrical 
maintenance Division 3 & JI. Mr. Laxman Ganu Mohite is 
dead hence his name should not have been shown. Ft is 
submitted that^ by virtue of order dated 16- 12-20C(2 passed 
by the Hon'ble High Court in Writ Peiition No,279 of 2000 
the concerned people are getting protection from being 
terminated from service and hence they are being continued 
in services on or from I-U1991. The work which the said 
persons ate canying our is not connected with the main 
function of the Authority. The allegations, thereforCp made 


(hat, the work which all the concerned workmen v^ero 
canyingout was the work which all the conoemed workmen 
were canyi tig out was the work pertaining to the intergral 
part of (he regular activities of the 1st Party, Auihuriiy, 
and that, the duties carried out by ihc concerned workmen 
were of such nature that the same hed never been scvcrublo 
from the main activities carried out by the Authority at 
various Airports in India including Mumbai. Authority 
further submitted that, there Is uo continuous and con:>tani 
flow of passengers and cargo. The duties carried out by 
them ane not essential but mcidentai to cargo handling 
^ivities. It Is therefore dented that the serviccJi rendered 
by the concerned workmen, irrespective of their categories, 
were of most important nature because of the coniSnuous- 
and constant flow of passengers and cargo and apart from 
that, there is no nexus betwetu them. The Authority submits 
that, the conoemed persons cany out their routine work 
and do no come in contact with the internalionai passengers 
and thus huve no any inlemction with them and hcuce ihe 
allegations made that as far as intemational passengers 
were coitcemed the nature of doti <!5 entrusted to ail (he 
workmen^ including the concerned workmen was or a yiiaf 
importance are not true. It is submitted by the Authority 
that, all the departments are not equally important, some air 
more biportant than the others; considering the nature of 
activities can-ied on by them. The man power required by ii 
consists of permanent, temporary and contractual only. The 
activities of the Authority were/arc enumerated in The 
In(eniational Aitports Authcri^ Act, 1971 and the Airports 
Authority of Lndiu Act, 199A and the same are integrated. 

(14) In reply to paragraph 6 ofthe slatemcniorClaliri, 
Authority contended that the litigation has on between it 
and the Unton since 1989. It is submitted by the Autkirity 
that* the averments made in Sr.Nos.l and 2 of it. aru 
substantially true. As regards SrNoJ it is subnihted by 
(he Authority that, it is not awatic whether the Union of 
India did not take any action on the directions ol the 
Hon'ble Bombay High Court for referring the matter to the 
Central Advisory Conlfact Labour. As regards Sr.No.4, 
the Authority submits that, it is a mancr of record Eind 
hence no avemerte are require. As regards Sr No 5 ii 
submitted that the.averments made therein arc subsiafUially 
true. As regards Sr.No.6, Ihe Authority submits that it h 
not aware of the facts averred therein. As ncj^i ds Sr No 7 
it submitted the averments made therein are sub^taiuially 
true As regards SrNo.^ and 9 it submilted diat it is a inultcr 
of record, hence no averments, as regards Sr.No in the 
Authority submits that, it is not aware of the lads averred 
therein. Asregards Sr.No. 11 it submitted that, the averments 
made (herein are substantially true excopi in respect ofthe 
date of notifioution which is dated 2-5-1993 and noi 
I4-M995 As regards Sr.Nd.l5 it submitted that, ii Ls a 
matter of record, hence no avermeuts are required. As 
regards Sr, No, 15 it submitted that, the Nofltc of Moiion 
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was filed but the same was not dismissed on 17-7-1094. As 
regjards Sr No. 14, ihc Authorily submits ihar the said 
Notice of Motion was d ismi ssed by the H r^rb le I [ i^h Cnun 
of Bombay and a^inst the said order Oie Special Leave 
Petition wai preferred which w-a?: dismtssed by Supnenie 
Court on a ground that, h was the intcr-locutory order and 
directed the High Court to decide the petiunn within tw-o 
motithfi. As regards Sr.No. 15 it submitted that, the conveyor 
system at Terminal-2 is being maintained by its pennantnt 
workmen and rest of the averments are a mauer of record, 
hence iw averments are required. As regards ^^r.No 1 b it 
submitted the averments made there in a rc v a gue an d h ence 
no comments. As regards SrNo.l7 it submitted thar, ihc 
rwtificatiorr dated 2-3-1993 and not dated i 4-1 -1993 wais 
issued by the Central Government which was qimshcd b; 
the Hon^blt High Court and it is a matter ofrecordH hence 
no averments arc required. As regards Sr.No,. 18 it suliirnits 
that, the averments made therein are vague ind hence no 
averment is made. As regards Sr.No. 19 ii snl>mils tliai. ii is 
not aware of I he aver^neIlL^ made therein and hence no 
comments are made. As regards Sr .No. 20, the .Authority 
submits that, it is a matter of record, hence no comineats 
arc required. As regards Sr.No.2 i and 22 it submits Lhat the 
averments mad^ therein are substantially true. As rc^^ards 
SrNo,23 h submits thal^ there was no circular dated 
6-2' 199S issued by iu the circular was issued lo fiHine some 
posts from, the departmental Candidaics and [lieno was no 
question of re-musteration of the pertiianent w-[>rkmen m 
the posts of conlract labourers and there was anoihcr 
circular dared 5-2-1998 for re-mustciation t>l the 
departmental candidates in some posts but ihc saine wus 
not in nespeci oft he coiUract labourers. regards Sr. Vo. 24 
it 5 ubmit 5 that the averments made Ihcreiii are suh^tLUUial iy 
true. As regards Sr,NOr25 il submiUedthat, it is 3 maiteror 
record and henet no avenments are required. As re;:urds 
Sr,No,26 it submitred that, it is noi aware ofLhe awnncnls 
made therein. As regards Sr. No. 27 it submits thai it is a 
matter of record, hence no averments are made. As regiirds 
Sr, Nos. 28 and 29 iI contended that, ir is not jjware ol iho 
averments made therein and as rej^aids Sr.No.30 it 
submitted that, the averments n^ade therein arcsubstiintially 
Miie and it submitted that the Union hios nut averred ihc 
subsequent developments That took pliiee from tiiiicMo lio-ie. 

I.A Authohly .submitted that, Ministry of Ltihouv. 
Government of] ndia, NtwDelfii issued the not i Heat ion 
dated 16-1 1-1999 UFider Section 10 of ttre Coiutact 
Labour Act abolishing ;|je coniract labour system inter- 
alia in the jobs of cargo handling mid conveyor sysiems 
and the Authority being aggrieved by [ha- ::'iid 
nolitlcation filed a Writ Pciitiun before llon bL- IlJell;! 
High Court at Delhi being Civil Wril Petition No. 65-10 ol 
1999. After hearing all the panics llon’ble High Cokti of 
Delhi by its order dated 22-1 1-2001 quai^hcd <he 
impugned Norification dated [6-1 1-1999 i^^iued by 
the Central Government in view of ihe siih.'ieuuciu 


dee is ion of the Supreme Court m Steel Authoriiy of India 
(Supra). U submits th:u. .Mrporl linTployee:! FedrasSon of 
India {A LI-I] Kerala J1led u Leiiers E^aicnt Appeal in die 
High Court of Delhi againsl the said Judgment and order 
dated 22-11-200 \ wliidi wtn; numbered as! .-.P. A. No,530 of 
2002 iuCWP No.O.ViO of 1999 and the Division lleneh of 
the Kon'ble High Court of Delhi parsed the order dated 
24-7-2002 observing that, ihey were of the opinion ThaL. 
Ihc judgment and order passed by ilie l_d. Single Judge 
cou Id n OL be fats bed w ii h j nd d i sm i ssed th e oppeal os the re 
was no merlls. Then one Mr. S. Siva roman :ind anollicr 
ftledaSpet[3l Leave IVtilion (No.CC9>6 oJ'20t>3> :i gainst 
the said judgment and ihc order daled 24-7-2002 in LP.A 
No.530 of 2002 which was dismissed by ihe i[o<rMc 
Supreme Couri ol Indiii b>' iis order diitud ?3-1’200.^. 
Authority submitted tlut in the [neantiinc Union Hied ii 
Writ Petition No.279of2()0i) Lig^iinrt it and the contractor 
which was finally decided on 16-32-2002. len<ling to ihe 
impugned order of rcterizncc dated 7“3-2DO3 made by ihe 
Goverrimetit of India, tf suhmiiicd (hat. the judyetncnl 
passed by the I ton'hie Supreme Court of India in Steel 
Authority of India Ltd. National Union Walcr hconl 
Workeraandor.^.reponeJi[i2a0] AIR SCW35?-I-2f>0t fll 
CLR page 349 and more speeiiJcal K pm agrapli t22uj'the 
said judgment, does not gix e any direeiions including 
directions to the Appro prime <hw\;nimunt i.c. t1ie Country! 
Government for rnnkmg referenLe in ihi.^ ca^ic and thriL the 
prcsenl relerencc has been jriade i^t the insTiinee of the 
llon'ble High Court uf Homkiy in the order dated 
16-12-2902 pa,ssed in WiV iVtiiion Nu.279of2(KH) which in 
feel need not be made. Ii is suhmlitcd hy ihc Authority 
IhaL 10 perjions are deployed at variou.s areis^ of Cargo 
Coirip[e?( and tin port VCLirehmisc and no( 20 woiLlts as 
alleged, ll is also submiuied by the Auihoriiy That, there 
was no any contract entered imo with a coiilractor sinLe 
I -1 -1993, as the eoninictors were noi prepared to enter into 
the conlracts. As they had nn option to engage ihrir own 
einpLjyee^ in viexvnfihe rjrdizisoftiie l ion hie 1 iiah (..ouri 
protecting the services of \Uc s-iid persons pendirsg lhe 
hearing and final disp^w.d ofthe ca.w, ihe said persons are 
called as "ton[racLioadi;i ^' and iioi 'depaitinciUal workmcii' 
iui alleged. Lhe said pL;sf^oris are deployed al various areuis 
of Cargo Comple.y and loipt^rt Warehouse and are being 
paid wages bv the o 11 j c w. i: 1. 1 * U! 99 .^. u ft or tli e evp ire o I 
the last contract, las per die jitcLiioiii of ihc I lonbli: High 
Court. It is submitted rlhit, ihc Elon'ble High Court has 
clarified the position in its order dined 3-^-1991 in Noi ice ol 
M ot i on No. j 404 o fl 9 90 m U' ■ h E'eiii i on N o. 1494 of 198 9. 
in paragraph tR, (hat. tlu- mere (hcl lEiai t!ie workers were 
continued in be eiofdovcd Cm the work earned iiut 
depart mentally b>' ilie s iriue of the ssici order, would noi 
enable Them to cliiim as or'jig ht tliui they had bee nunc dircei 
employees of the .Authonis. 'I'lic Authoriiy CtiMhcr 
submitted th;jL in viuw idUlie order of the Hon'hie Mig,h 
C!'{>uTt of Rornbay, grur^tlni; fimiectior to the coniiaei 
labours from icrininminn of theijr sei vices. ihc new 
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contra^r was not prepared lo enter into contract with it 
and henCB it was constrained to carry out the contractual 
work with them only and hence they arc being paid wages 
by il with effect firom l-t-I993 and the allegations made by 
the Union that, though their dates of joining were prior to 
1-1-1993^ they were being paid wages depaitmcntaJly with 
eflfcct from 1- U1993 in terths of the orders of the Hon'bk 
High Court of Elombfly jn Writ Petition No. H 94 of 199^. It 
is suhfnitted by the Authority that. Airports Autboriiy of 
India Act, 1994 provides two independent divisions i.e. (i> 
Intematiorial Airports Division ([AD) and (ii) National 
Airports Division (NAD) and that, die Cargo Complex at 
Mumbai Airport was commissioned on 13-5-1977 and the 
Authority was the eostodian of all imported goods 
approved by ciiStoms till 3-11-2002 and it appointed Air 
India as the it ground handling agents at Air Cargo Complex 
and thereby Air India is the custodian of the airlines handled 
by it and the Authority is ihe custodian of cargo of Airlines 
handled by it. All the imported goods were received by Air 
India from the carriers for warehousing with them. Ten 
days old uncleared heavy cargo was thereafter shifted to 
the cargo complex and uncleared light cargo was shifted to 
its import warehouse and all general air cargo weighing 
more than J 00 kgs Of less and lying uncleared for more 
than 14 days is being shifted to the cargo complex or the 
import warehouse belonging to it. It submitted that, 
Authority Iwd employed 19 permanent workmen as loaders 
but there is no managerial supervisory and clerical staff 
exclusively for loading, unloading and incidental opernttons 
of cargo loader and not 20 workers as loaders apart from 
managerial, supervisory and clerical staff as alleged by the 
Union. Authority also submitted that, the nature of work 
performed by IE conlract labourers differs from point to 
point with that of the permanent loaders and it was not the 
same. Authority submitted that, the question whether the 
contract labourers have been performing the same, similar 
and identical duties at par with the pcrmanenl workmen of 
the Authority and further whether the nature of work 
performed by both those sets of group was absolutely Ihe 
same are the matters to be determined by the Deputy Chief 
Labour Commissioner (C) under the Central Rules and 
hence, this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to ^idjudicate the 
said aspects of the dispute. It is denied thak ih* concerned 
workmen to perform the same, similar and identical duties, 
side by side alongwith the permanent loaders aitd the nature 
of work performed by them was absolutely the same. 
Authority submitted that, it had appointed Air India as 
their ground handling agent for imported cargo^ [he 
operating airlines shift the said c^rgo to the warehouse of 
Air India (GH A) and the concerned partiessnd their agents 
clear ihe goods in accordance with the prescribed 
procedure laid down in this regard and the duties of 
forwarding the catgo and to give delivery to the claimants, 
is performed by the permanent loaders only. Authority is 
not concemed with the number of loaders appointed by 
Air India to carry out the job of loading and unloading of 


cargo. It submits that, prior to 3-11-2002^ the import light 
cargo not claimed by the party/agent from the said shed 
for more than 14 days was shifted by the Authority from 
Air India (GHA) to the Import Warehouse for further 
handing and the said work is carried out by the permanent 
workmen as well as by the concerned workmen. Authority 
further contended that, it appointed 19 permanent loaders^ 
whereas there were 20 contract labourers, out of whom the 
contract iabourets at Serial No. LO and 11 of Annexure I of 
the statement of claim have expired and thus, at present 
there are 18 contract loaders^ The cargo is shifted through 
the departmental trucks under tis double lock system as 
well as those of Customs Department. I'here is no specific 
number of man-power deployed to carry out the said shifting 
work and presently the cargo is shifted through the 
departmental trucks under its double lock system as well 
as those of customs and only 30 days old car^o is only 
shifted over there. It is. therefore, denied by those 41 loaders 
received the 10 days old cargo from Air India at the Import 
Warehouse, stacked them on rucks accordingto location, 
forwarded the cargo and gave delivery to the claimants. It 
is submitted that, if the goods are not claimed within the 
Lime limit laid down In the Customs Acl^ 1962* which is 30 
duy^» the goods are shifted by the loaders to another site 
and the same are processed before being auctioned. 
Authority further den led thak it commissioned appointment 
of 16 extra loaders fr I9E6 and that however, instead of 
appointing permanent loaders^ the Authority appoiniod 26 
contract woikers to work along with the regular loaders in 
the operation. Authority submitted that, it look over the 
ground handling work of 22 airlines from Air India from 
3-11 -2002. Ibe Authority submitted that, it has (i) import 
warehouse (il) a heavy cargo shed and (iii) a light cargo 
shed in the Cargo Complex for ground handling cargo for 
the said 22 airlines and that^ ihc work of import light cargo 
was earlier carried out by different cargo handling agenc^s 
besides Air India. Due to volume of work M/s. Omega 
Bmega Enterprises, Mumbai has been entrusted to cany 
out the work of handling of import light cargo and par* ofil 
is handled by it. Hence, the alleged ions that, the woik of 
iioport light cargo which was carried out by 120 permanent 
workmen/loadei^ of Air India was then being contracted 
out totally are not correct It is not aware as to how many 
loaders have been employed hy the said company to carry 
out the said work, tt submitted that+ due lo adminish alivc 
reasons it does not shift 10 days old light cargo to the 
warahouse and both sets of loaders have been redeployed 
to make opiimum utilisation of available work force, 
following rise of work load; due to handling of paruHcl 
cargo operation. They are utiliicd/dcputed on exigencies 
of services of Cargo department e.g. when work ai Import 
Warehouse reduced due to post PACT OperatitHis, the 
loaders were redeployed at various locations at Air Cargo 
Complex; such as permanent loaders were deployed at U 11 
Centre; whereas casual loaders were deployed at Export 
Shod and some of them were retained at Import Warehouse. 
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Thus redeployment of avLiiLible \K'f^rk [bret; u-jis not 
donewkh mafaHde imenLinn, AiUliori'y Mihmilted [h:s[ there 
arc only 19 pernnanenf loaders employed by it and there are 
\ Scent ract loader^; on m’nk/l'he ti Ik ^iit ions. There EbTx\ ihnt 
as a result 40 loaders cinployed by the Anrfiority ibr 
shifting and ftjrdier handling yi the ininoit wai ehouse h;i;i 
been arTifida11_v dtsplaced! troiin the is' ivork arc nui fnie. 1i 
Isfijither subiniUecI tbai. (he enncetLieJ svotkinen receive 
their v^agei at l=i lower r^ie, iinte they aK’ not pcnnanOiH 
wortmen but are pi (itce(ed by (he f li^h Court order, pending 
hearing and final di.^posyt of the matter. 'I he w ork as per 
(he duty' nosier ijt issued on the monihK basis. Authorst^ 
reiterated that, on jind rro(n 3-1 ii doer^ not diifi Leo 

days old light cargo to the w--nnchciu!iL: lor fuither bandlinL: 
due \o admifiiirrativc reasons bul U ^^Cjned shiJiingreccnih 
the unclaimud kep( in (he li^iii L^irgo shed for on 

indefinite period Lind th^^r the work of I ight cargo hand l mg 
hgs been assigned (o the contraclor due lo (he increase ui 
volume of work inicrmitteiulv iju-’olved; which (he e.v;i[!t!g 
loaders are iricapf^ble of hand I mu. The lUigafion has h^LJi 
going on S(ncc f989. Central Govcrnmcjii issued 
Notification dared 16-11-1999 prohibit mg theein ploy ri ten i 
01" contract lohouteri; in operLiiion ofeorgo handling i.e. 
[.oding and LinloadiFjg td'cargo, u'hieh wus chnJtenged hv 
it in Hon'ble Kigii Cour(, i;3clhi who fuissed (he inUTlrn 
order dated 22-) E-1999 Lha( ihe hiritiid [^o.siLbjii flrc^■;ulinLl 
wi(h cEfect from 16-11-1999 to be ctmti nued ^ind due lo the 
said int^riin order (he Authoriiy ^ould not enier into 
agneemont with the cun tractor tor □ Eiuigcr JuniLioo. M s 
Omega rntcrpniies has heer entrie:ted wdh the copumeiuit! 
joh assignment Authority- is not nw-jme whdher he hiid 
employed 120 contract labourers to cany out ihe suiJ 
and the work carried oiiL by (he said eoiitmct foboureiw is 
not of 3 pcmnaricm nn(ure. Authoniy lurtbrr snhniEtied 
that, iheco k required work (o the periiiHii-ieni workuten 
employed by it \vl'II .is eo the coiu'i'r!T(.:d persons. I' lie 
enneensed workmen cannot claim the hL-ncEiT orpenn:menc ^. 
as they are initially wairkincn ol'tbe eojuraetoi. .AuthoAiv 
dented that, instead of assigning the work ol light cargo 
handling to (he loaders already cm]-]loved hy it Lhe\- liod 
temporarily contr^jctcd out The work ai 30 dnys cortUucl tn 
one M/s. Mega Ibtterprisus and 120 contnicl work in cn bn^t 
been employcil (o carry tiut ihiTse duties of pcTinauciit 
naEtire and that on lUe utIkt lianil ,20 pcnnanciU workmen 
and 20 workmen eoneerned in the prescin l efcrcneewcrL-- 
ddibcjTttcly being deprived uf ihcir wink thnutgli r!io-.c 
illegal. arburiiry= and unjiisiified chtinges m Ihe .wTv:ce 
condtlions and thttil wus done wuh nitiktHde internlous to 
defeat ibetr claim for perfnanenuy tmd tiic simse arc not 
home out by ildeK It is also contended by (he Authni it;. 
that, vague a I leg at tuns have beert m.'ulc by tbi: I inioii ihti\ 
II ature o f du t tes carri eU ot i (b>- ih (tsc Wi^ I k I r I Cl I was csscci; it j I 
dono( speedy [be worknu-n and hciice it ts not in n [>osi!i^jit 
(0 meet the same. Auilmriiy submitted (htit. ils diiy-m-diW 
activities have nothing to do w-tih the work of loading and 
unlading ofeargo. it dieretuie. ihat ihc work orioiidiug 


^nd unloading carried out by those workmen was nin 
iniej:r4! part of ihe day o-d :iy act ivi Lies of the Authociiy. 
Authority submitted that. il provides I ro I leys js and uhon 
required to carry out the work (U'In:*ding and unloadirtg of 
(he cargo. The aticndancc of'ihc contract lahotircis is 
marked by the o^TleLal of (he Authority, as there is no 
con< rac lor s in ce I - M 99 T .i nd their scrv i cc s a rc pr< dec 1 cd 
by the Older af the High Go art. hcnco for the said rciison^. 
their inustcj roll is kept in ibe ni>ssession of the AuthoriLv, 
and since the said circun^siimccs arc the OKtconie of (he 
Court orders same cannot dckmiine (he icIaTinnsbip 
hcLween it and the concerned persons hs (hat of the 
employe rand the workmen. li Is denied Lba(Jhc Sr Curgo 
Manager^ Mr.K. K. Chatllia, v\-as supervising ibeir wt^rk 
iiince said Mr. Cbadha bad died on 7-2-2003, II also 
£Ubmit(ed that, a pefion oE'bis .statu.s cannol supervise (he 
work of loaders. Authority Mibmitlcd [hat, ii issues the 
ent ry' pas,scs to t he contrac 1 1 :i bon rei s. ihc va I id dy o J' w b i el i 
depends upon the w=ork Sfecpiiremcat. The said parses arc 
issued by the Auihoriiy II^ ilic Ligencics whose vs-(ukcr> 
arc deployed at Cargo Complev. The .-naid passemcrelv 
authoh/o the persons Uu-mcr inio ihc (■:irgo Csunplc.^; Edr 
doing w-ork on behalf ol ihe cois(rnclor and [he same arc 
11 of allowed beyond a panicn lar pniui. where ihe parses of 
B.C.A.S. arc required m addiiion tn ihe sLiid passes, tt is. 
(hcrefore, denied that, ilic said piL^.lv■■s were ViiFid Ibr one 
\ear. Et i>ubnuTled that. Ihe Luncemed workirteu rep on io 
t he O fTi ecr- i i^-eha rgc for then leu \ e o r lor eii t E_s lea s' i ?i e. a ^ 
[here is no coniracter. for the tea.Miiis Maled hcTcimihos-e. 
and it is not cen rect tba( in [Ile m:t[[er ol ihcir leave or in [ke 
I nal( cf 0 f r ly I ea v in g were i e f.s.i r 1 1 n g to .sai d S h r i CI lad 1i ^l. 
the Assii.stant Cargo ManagLT as alleged. Ii is also 
contended by the AL!i.horiiy tha[ ii hii^ been dediieiing 
E^rovident Fund contrituiiion from their wages froui 
{)CTOber. 1999. It ^ubimued lIi.jL E'ron i I -1 -1 99[here i-^ no 
contraclor in respect of knid In c and nnlonding work ean ied 
out hy (he concerned wnrSnicn Ir siihiniUed ilial. ihe 
pcrnmneiK workmen appointed b\ ii nrcdtunglhc ol 
loading and unloading. \s!i:cli may no! iieccinsai ile be ihc 
.sumc. similar and identical work carried oai by thcctuiccrm^d 
persons, asi the work d i ll cm fi Lun poiig [o |>UM[ furdicr 
submiiieddiai, the question wliclhc] [lie enntraci kiljetircrs 
h nve been performing the so 111 e. simiIar' Lind idrn(ir nI diii les 
at par with (he pcrrnonciK workmen oi liic Auihoriu. is ii 
miaLter Lo be dc(cmii(ied by f x . ('lucl l .nbom- Coiriinishiener 
[(.') under the Central RliIcs, lieticc, this f ribtntal has no 
FUrisdielion to adjudicule the -..iwl n^peci of the dispute. It 
fiuhritiltcd that, the pennaneni w-rji kmcri ■hVt;re app^iunK\l 
iJgauist tlic saiKtioned p^^sL^ ■i\liivh ^^ere ciealcd on Uic 
basis of the approval gi^eri lu the eompetc-iu attiluiriu. 
w-hcrciLs the co(l(ruet iLibourers were appointed on no iid- 
hoc basis hy the conirncfor -md ibc permanent workmen 
were appointed in accordnnee u ith die prescrihed ptoeedure 
laid dow=n under the keer oil meat and Ffrmiiotioii kiilo. 
lienee they get higher w-ngcs ajal i keif lenns and cmulrt inn.-, 
arc revised alter a period oE'decnJe and gel ul I tFie sintuiorv 
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beneni^ such as bontis^ hizrusc rent allowance^ provident 
fund, leave facilities revision in^ages;^ wella^dirfcrent 
kind of allowances whereas concerned workmen draw the 
wages as per the revision of law applicable to them 
Authority submitted that^ the permanent workmen doing 
the loading and unloading work get the wag^$ by virtue of 
the settlements reached between the management and the 
recognized Union; whereas ihe concerned persons/ 
workmen have been retained by the Auihority by virtue of 
the orders of the Hon ^hie High Court and since the 
concerned workmen are not the permanent employees of 
the Authority the question of extending the bencHts 
granted to the permanent workmen to them does not arise. 
Authority cannot deal with their service conditions as they 
are not its pemnanent. workmen and hence it did not 
dilTerentiate between the persons rendering longer services 
and the shorter services for the purpose of fixahon ofdai ly 
wages. There is no such provision tinder the Contract 
Labour Act to pay difTenent rate of wages per day. Authority 
further dented that the services of the concerned persons 
are essential and ate of continuing nature as alleged; as 
the work carried out by them is incidentai to cargo handling 
work. Inspite of its best efforts ihe Authority is nol able to 
trace out the letter written by Mr,K.J. Rawlani, Dy General 
Manager (Cargo) and it further submitted that, the remarks 
altnbuted on ii does not drive home the point that rheir 
services are essential. These workers arc continuing by 
virtue of the Court orders issued from time to time 
pmtftcting them from being terminated from services and it 
therefore, maintain them record in respect of employment 
of concerned persons and a$ no contractor was willing to 
enter into an agreement with the Authority to execute Ihc 
contractual assignment with the said force, Authorfry 
submtned that, recoid maintained by it does not show that 
concerned persons are permanent, regular and perennial 
nature as the loaders in Cargo handling.. Authority 
contended that, the allegations made that as far as the 
present set of 30 workmen, who were employed as loaders 
and were called as department loaders do not convey any 
clear cut meaning, hence no averments are made. Since 
1986, the connects were awarded from time to lime to M/s. 
Vijay & Co., M/s. Girija Enterprises, M/s. Sakpal Bro^i., 
M/5- Jac Enterprises, etc. Authority reiterated that there is 
a historical background for not continuing or engaging tfie 
coniractor and hence merely because there is no contraclur, 
it does not mean that they become the regular workmen of 
the Authority, Thfi^ have been working as the casual 
loaders and notdepartmentaE loaders by virtue of the order 
of the High Court of Bombay and hence they arc not pan 
and parcel of its establishment and entitled to the benefits 
of pemnonenpy; much less front the date they had comp leted 
continuous employment of 240 days and fur ihe reasons 
stated hereinabove the ptcvbions of the Acl are not 
applicable to the concerned workmen. The Authority furfricr 
submitted that, the provisions of items 9. 10, and 13 of 
Fifth Schedule, read with Section 2(ra) of the Ac* cannoi 


be enforced as this Tribunal has not becn.cmpowcncd in 
this behalf to adjudicate the industrial dispute relating to 
any matter specified in the I-ifrh Schedule and the 
allegations that, the action of Ihe Authority in not giving 
the status, benellls and privileges of permanent workmen 
to the concerned workmen i.e. departmental loaders clearly 
amounted to unfair labour practices under Items 9, 10 and 
] j of Fifth Schedule read with Section 2(ra) oi'thc Industi'ial 
Disputes AcL 1947 are not true for the aforesaid reasons. 
Authority further coniended that, the concerned wui kmcn 
arc not entitled Ln tlic relief of permanency and other 
consequential reliefs as also award/rcmovcng alleged 
discriminaiion between ihcin and other pcrmancnl workmen 
on the grcLUid that said persons have been working under 
the AulboHly, supervision and control of the Authority, 
employer, from tlic respective dales of joining by them 
without break. AuLhoi fty submitted (hai, prior lo January. 
1993 the concerned workmen were under the supervision, 
management and [ximroifroin time toiimcorihcconlrucLors 
and iheir super visors. After January^ 1993 (hey have been 
protected by the said orders of the High Gourt of IWinbity 
and hence, thereafter, ihe Authority has to do the work of 
supervision, management and control oven heir work and 
hence merely because there is supervision, managemem 
and control over thcii- work by virtue order of the I ligh 

Court, they cannot become the peiroancnl workmen {jl'thc 
Authority and hence they are not entitled lo the benefits 
of permanency and odier consequential reliefs and hence, 
there is no question of removing alleged discrimination 
between ihern and tlic other permanent workinen. Authoi ity 
also submiTtod that they earmot claim fric benefits of 
permanency and other consequential reliefs on the ground 
that they are perronmirsg same, similar and idciUical dutici^ 
like other permanent loaders employed by the Atiihoriry 
as the work ditTcr ffoin point to point and that ibc said 
matter is to be deicnnined by the Dy. Chief Labour 
Commissi&ner(C) under the Central Rules and this 'I'rthutmJ 
has no jurisdiction to adjudicate the said aspect of the. 
dispute. The said clmracEcri^ue cannot, thcicforc, be laken 
as a cnicrion to conclude that the relationship of the 
employer and the workmen exists between ihc rnanagemeiU 
and the contemed woikmen. It is also contended by the 
Authority that its ncgulav and day-to-day aclivitfcs arc the 
management of the aisports^ the civil enclaves and the 
aeronautical coinmunicalion stations;, to provide air 
transport services ai The ahport. ! hus, the w-oik of loading 
and unloading done by the concemed workmen is nol an 
integral part of the regular and day-to-day activities of the 
Authority as alleged by the Union. Authorily further 
contended Chat the concerned workmen arc the coruract 
louder^ and not the departmcrnal loaders, who are nol 
en^illed to the benefrts of pci moneney. much less with efrbcl 
from the date/day r^n whieli, each one of (hem had completed 
cohtinunus sei vice ofniore titan 24€ days in its employnn'iu 
Auihoiity udmintd dial, the satd persons perfonn ihcfr 
duties on the premises of the Authority but it does nm 
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mean that merely because ihe conc^mcd ivorkrtscn luvc 
been working on Sts premises, they are Ihe workmen ot’llie 
Authority, h further submitlecl that, the proviisicitLS ol' Article 
39 of the Constitutiort of India accentuates Oie bi^sio 
philosophy of idcalialie social Ism and the doctrine oCequcil 
pay for equal work' is a concept; which for the purpose o1 
implemenration requires complete and wholesome e qua Iky 
between the two groups: which dtnjs not exist. Authorky 
submitted thau the difi'eremia between the permanent 
workmen and the said persons is hound to exSsl. as the 
scales of pay and other bene fit n are attar hod to the dctiiiitc 
posts but the conlracr labourers hold no post. U is 
submitted that, the allegations, therefore, that bused on 
the provisions of Article 39 oltbe Constitution of bid ia, as 
weJl as based on I he doctiinc of ^eqiia] pay for equal work' 
the concerned workmen were entitled [o receive all die 
jjenerits, privileges, advantages and other terms and 
conditions of employ me nC at with the permanerLT 
workmen working with the Authority are not irue. Author ily 
aubmitled that, the employee?! of the Authority w-cre 
governed by its Service atid Disciplinary Regulations vi/. 
the l.A.A.I. (Central Conditions of Service) Regukuiim^, 
1980, which were operative till 22-5-2003 and Ihe sacnc wen: 
replied by A.A.A.l. (General Conditions of Service) 
RegulaLions.2003, which came into force from 23-5-2003 
and the lAA.l. (Conducti Discipline i^nd Appeal) 
EtegulatSons, 19S7 were operative till S-5'2003 and ihe same 
Were substituted by A.A.J. {Conduct. Discipline and 
Appeal) Regulations;, 2003, which Came into torcc 
9-5-2003. Authority contended that, the allegiitions made 
that the mandatory provisions of Industnai tmployinent 
{Standing Orders) Act, 1946 which were applicable ui the 
Authority defined the term 'employer' under Sect inn 2(d), 
as also sL provided for pemaanency of workmen under 
Standing Order Nos.4(B) and 4(C) of the Model Standing 
Orders are not true Ibr I ho aforc-uiid reasons. It is fun her 
submitted lliat, the AuthoTity imuinlain^ the senioi ity 
register, containing a seniority of its permanent workmen 
and the cojicemed worktnen have been retained by virtue 
of the orders of ihc Bombay High Court, hence the qunsliun 
of maintaining their seniority list docs not arise. It further 
contended lhau since both the groups do not fall in the 
said class, the question of resorting to the continuing 
discrimination by it did not arise; a^ the discrimination 
presupposes unequal treatment to the equal?,, h is, 
therefore, denied that the discrimination sliil coMiinues. 
The Authority also dented that it has violated Ibe 
fundamental rights ofthe concerned persons under Ail id c 
14 and 16 ofthe Constitution of India. The .Authoriiy 
frirther submitted that. Ihe pennaueiit workmen were 
employed, in accordance with the Recruitment Rules 
prescribed under then Service Regulations, 19S() uiid there 
is astringent test to which the said per.vons were subjected 
before being rtrcruiled to ihe posts of loaders, where lis [tie 
concerned f>crsoris were just recruited by the cuuLiuctor^ 
from time to time, without folh>wing any pi c.-^ci ibetl 


procedure by them. Ihu allc^rk^iunh. Lhertfure. made thill, 
there was no intelligible difftientia hetsveen two :sct^ of 
workmen viz. 20depaTtmentii| loadec-s (in tact IK loaders) 
and the pennanent loaders employed by the Aiilhority arc 
nor true. Authority reiterated that, it did not rcsoi t to atiy 
discrimination agam.=;L ihe eoncem^d persons. Aiiihorily 
funher contented that, tke allegations that discrimiuLifion 
practiced by- it for yuar>^ together and pcrpciujied n^niiist 
the concerned20 Dcpanmenlul l.onders wasunicasoriable. 
Illegal and unjustified are without :my basis and the iunic 
are not true. Since itdid iml cnjinnit any disci'i nil nation, ilie 
question □fLemoving lioni the dale it hud been cifccted 
and that the disparity in the matters of wages and other 
terms and tonditinns o) eiufi liwnicnt require to be rciiiovetl 
from the dale sucti uli^-ged JisuL'iminatioti.^dt^piii iLy was 
started or pracliccd by i[ against the conccrne^l peisniis 
does not arise. The al legal it nis. i here I ore. m^idc that the 
disparity in the malic!■> of wa^cs and other terms and 
conditions of employment rvL-jULic lo be removed from the 
date such d i scrim i nut ioLVdiSfiarity was staried or prat need 
by the Authority again:st die cnncertscd 2(1 workmcii arc 
nol true. Authority denied llint, the concerned persons are 
entitled lo any relief and l>cnel1i^i, much less trem ilic 
retrospeclive dates i.c. ilic day.'date on w hich cadi one of 
them had completed tom in nous service of 240 days in its 
employment. Autiiorky olso denied thai, they urc entitled 
to any consequential bene Mb; of-vvuue?^. allowance^ eic. jt 
par with the permanent tii^idcrs. acid foi a declaration Lhat, 
they are iii perniLJitcrit workmen. Authority I'urihcr 
submitted ihai. M/s. Jiic l iuci pi iiies was the kesLcontraclor, 
who was awarded i-!:ie cuEiiiact to cLiity oul ihu work of 
loading and unloading of ciirn<> lor the pernsd trom 
1-10-1990 LO 31-12-199:. However, as from l-lHWllie 
concerned workmcii w-ltc protected fri.nin leriinination of 
their services by rbe oj der orilnmbay High Gourt pending 
hearing and final disposal ofthe niattcrthc saidtonsraelor 
did not undertake Ihe job: as he was not prepared to 
contmue with the existing ^^■ork force. I'hc allcj^tuinnSs 
therefore, that, from 1-1-199) ihc concerned workmerfc had 
been depurlmentuliycd m e not H ue, I’hc LiudiitLim ol work 
being carried out by the loudci 'i is more or less the same, 
whereas the quantum of ■'VOirk at in:ifH>it ^vrircboiise has 
dwindled to a great e.\ttTit. rioni lime to lime as per work 
requiren^enl; the orders lU'l; issued by the [^er:>onnel 
department. The a I legal ions iheiof'ure that, 1 he qiittiuiun of 
w^orkdone by the colic e in ed |[>LLders at cargo to in pic a and 
itnpcTl w'drehousc has been constantly increvising over the 
years while the number ^d'wiH kinen had remained the same 
are nol true, Autliorily furl her subniillcd that, there arc 9 
contract labourers, wlto were engaged from lime lo lime by 
the speciali/ed firm, i^lin m?umain il^c BaggniC Conveyor 
System at rerininal 3.\ ai Siuniicruz, Tisc Union did nol 
implead the contracts s eiigiigcd frntn tsme lo Umc b> iu as 
the necessary and [proper parties in this pr[>Lceding?;, 
though the contraciors were impleaded in ihc writ pulitltm 
filed in the lligii Cl^lti. I ht said contract labourers are 
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being ccminijcd, by virtue of orders issued by Iht Hon'ble 
High Court from time to Omc and last being dated 
16-t2-3CW2. The Authority submitted that, it is not aware 
whether they arc designated as Mechanics, electricians, 
helpers/kbalasis by their employer Their technical 
qualifkations are not known to the Authority; as their work 
13 controlled and supervised by the contractor to whom 
the work ts awarded. The contractor has to maintain the 
serviceability of the baggage conveyor system, rectifying 
any eicctricai, mechanical fault occurred during the 
operation of the Conveyor and to cany periodical 
inspection of the system. The weighing scale is however 
not being maintained by the contractor. Hence, the 
allegation;; rhai (hose workmen (irC, 9 contract labourers) 
employed at Terminal IA at Santacruz, were performing the 
duties of attending breakdown of Conveyor Bell, doing 
electrical maintCTiarLoe of Conveyor Belt, doing mechanical 
maintenance of conveyor belt, al[ending panel belt board, 
cleaning and oiling the coney or beh, removing and fitting 
Gear Box, ch^king/tepairing^fnaintaining weighing scales 
and doing overall maintenance work of Conveyor Belt 
including over-oiling thereof at Terminal JA are not known 
to it and the Union is therefore pul to strict proof thereof. 
Authority further submitted that the coniract labourers 
perlbrm their duiies as per the instruaions given by their 
contractor, in the even of any breakdown of the conveyor 
syslemn the Engineer/Supervisor of the contractor give? 
the.instructions to the said contract labours: depending 
upon the frequency/gravity of ibe work requirement in order 
Lo achieve serviceability of the system. It ii submitted lhak 
the contract labourers had been appointed by Lho 
contractoiE to whom the contracts were awarded from time 
to time. When the Terminal lA was commissioned on 
lfi-^-1992; most of the said contract labourers were 
appointed by M/ s. Gannon Dunkerley & Co., Bombay, 
who supplied and installed the Baggage Conveyor System 
at Terminal JA at Sanlacruz and the contract labourers are 
working for last many years; as their services are protected 
by the order of the High CourtThe Authority further 
submitted that, Mr. Rajnikant, Sr, Superintendent Engineer 
(E) and Mr. J,P. Singh, the Manager - Engineering (E) give 
the instructions to the Engineer/Supervisor appointed by 
the contractor to attend the fault in the Conveyor System; 
who in lum instruct the contract labourers to carry out the 
jobs assigned to them. Tfie sard work .is performed by- 
Mr. Manish on behalf ofM^s. Dclite Engineer, the presenc 
contractor. The allegations, therefore, made that tlie Jr. 
Engineer (presently Shri Uajnikant) and the Manager - 
Engineering Shri J.P. Singh were supervising and 
control ling the aclivilies of the concerned workmen are 
not true. Authority subinittod that, the requiremcni of tools/ 
ctjujpmfnJ h nor being mfj by the Amborlty but the same 
is being arranged by the contractor; as and when required 
to attend to maintenance of Baggage Conveyor System l[ 
is submitted that, therefore^ the allegations that all the tnoli/ 
equipments such as rmg sets, spanners, grease, gunfi. 


wires, bulbs, welding tnachlnes", conductor,.^lay panels, 
etc. were provided by the Authority are not true. The 
Authority submitted that, it engaged M/s. Gannon 
dunkerley and Co.^ MJs. Sequera Enterpri^ and M/s. 
Delite Engineer through the tender process. They are the 
specialised agencies in the field of conveyor system for 
thfe maintenance of Baggage Conveyor System. The 
allegations, therefore, that, the Authority bad iniroduced 
as intermediate contractors some parties such as M^^s. 
Gannon Dunkerley A Co., More Marketing Pvt. Ltd. and 
then M/s. Delite are not truCn The Authority further 
submitted that, the averments made by the 2nd Party in 
respect of number of conveyor behs and the number of 
contract labouicrs deployed at conveyor system at Terminal 
IA in respect of Serial Nod are correct, except that a 
conveyor belt meant for arrival does not function. It 
submitted that, at Terminal IB; 6 belts operate round the 
clock and 3 bells meant for courier services do not function 
round the clock and 6 permanent workirieii are employed to 
man the belts round the clock. Authority submitted that 
there are 13 belts atTermlnal 2-A and 2-C and 33 pcnmaiiHit 
workmen ere maintainiTig the same round the clock. Hence, 
the allegations made by the Union that, at Terminal 11, 1^ 
Belts were fijnctioning and 42 permanent woritmen were 
employed to carry out that work (in 3 eight hours shifr at 
phase ] and II of terminal 11) are not true, [t further reitcrafted 
that, the concerned contract workers have been retained 
by virtue of the order dated 16-12-2002 of the Hon'ble High 
Court, Bombay. Authority further submitted that, on 
enquiry the said contractors ha ve informed that the contract 
labourers were never required to perform Uieir duties 
beyond their normal diity hours and hence the question of 
paying overtime wages by the contractors does not arise. 
Authority further submitted ihat^ the contract labours were 
appointed by the said contractors and were/arc paid their 
wages and other fringe benefits by them There is 
supervision ?ind control over their work by the Engineer/ 
Supervisor appointed by the present contract also. 
Authority has no power to lak:e disciplinary action against 
them and it has no power t.o remove them* Authority 
reiterated and contended that^ the contract Laboutci's carry 
out their jobs at the direction of the officer of the contraclor, 
they perform their jobs; as per the site requirement of the 
contractor and that, the place of wortt of thc'^pntract 
labonrers is not a conducive test to determine the 
relationship between it and the said contract labourers as 
Thai of the employer and the workmen. It also reiterated 
ihati the tools, apparatus and equipments are provided by 
the contractor to the said contract labourers and not by 
the Authority as alleged. It Is also denied by the Authority 
that, the permanent workmen employed by it were 
performing the same, similar and identical duties alongwith 
the concerned workmen and that there was no difference 
of whatsoever nature in their duties as all alleged. 
Authority also submitted that the contracloi- allocates 3 
ihlfta to ihe contract labourers on a rotation basis aiid (he 
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allegations that lhi]y were employed with the Authority 
withoui any break are not true and &re without any basis. 
Authority also KubmittcJ that, the work in respect of 
maintenance and operation of Baggage Conveyor Sy^^tem 
at Terminal lA al Santacru^ is like any other work at the 
Airport and The work in respect of maintenance and 
operation of Baggage Conveyor System \s not permanenf 
regular and of perennial nasure and without prejudice to 
the said averments Authority submitted that thii Tribuna! 
cannot decide whether the work carried out by the contact 
labourers t 5 ofpennanenh regular and perennial narure; as 
it is within the amhit of the Central fjovornnent. The 
services ufbag^age conveyor system are uhlized [hrou^h 
the specialized agency as and when required at the airpon. 
The technical know-how Iks with the specialised firms: 
who spend a number of years in dc^iigningoF the Baggage 
Conveyor SyiiteTn hence by no stretch of irna^inatiun, the 
contractor can be label Eed as the namelonder. The employers 
theinseivcs or their officers remain present at the site, where 
the Baggage Conveyor System is in operation. They have 
to observe tho scrvkeabilify of [he Baggage Conveyor 
System. Authoriiy alM> denied the ahegaiions made by the 
Union thaf the ^o-called contractors were mere name- 
lenders and they were never present on the premises; where 
those activitie.s were carried out by the ooncemed workmen. 
Authority submitted that, duritig the period from Fcbi tiary 
2000 to November, 2000, the said protected contract 
labourers by the Nigh Court were paid directly by it; as the 
Authority could not award (he conimei in the operatioti of 
Conveyor Belt System; To!lowing the abolition of the 
contract labourer system by the Notification dated 
Ifi-l M999 and as the i>aid notification was stayed by the 
Hiith Court of Delhi; ihe contraci was awarded to (he 
con(rac:tor, under whom the contract labourers arc working. 
Auihyriiy further submitted timt, during the said period 
from Pebmaty, 30001o November, 2000 it had lo effort the 
payment of wages for (he reasons averred hereinabove 
and hence their attendance was certiried by the officers of 
the Authority and the attendance record was fonvarded to 
the Accounts Department for effecting the payment of 
The allogalions, therefore, made that their mustcr- 
roh was signed by Junior Engineer one Shri Baiuierjce, 
urili Manager (Engineering) Shri J,P.Singh for the saM 
penod are not true. Authority submitted ilwt, since the 
entry to the Terminal building is restricted from the security 
point of view, the temporary passes ara issued to the 
coatracc labourers, wotkirg on behalf of the consricior: 
who is full responsible lor the good conduct ajid bchitviour 
of the cuntrAci labouner!; during tiic contractual period in 
(he course of the execution ofwtuk ai the Terminal building. 
Tlic tempoftiry passes arc issued by Lltjreou of Civil A\ iation 
Sectirtty. The Authority submitted that, there is surjilus 
staff available w itli it at other areaif who could have beei> 
diverted to baggage conveyor system but for die order 
dated i 6-! 2-2002 of the Hon'bJe Hl^'h Court protecting the 
services of the contract labourers; pending and final 


disposal of the matter, M could noi I>e diverted. Auihoriiy 
submitted that^ the concerned pet.sons arc uoi deplo> cd in 
Conveyor System at Terminal 2ET which not funciiuniaE 
since October, 1999 but s ince the said person i> are prolecled 
by virtue of the order dated 11? -12 -2002 o f tho l i i gh Court 
the said are deployed in its dslferent SMiun^i; as 

they are not having any work in Conveyor Syslein by 
M/s.A.P. MoflirtgPvt. Ud.. the company incorporaled m 
Ausiralia. The allegations made by ihe [ Jninn tlial the suid 
12 workmen were employed at Terminal ll-B are wiiliuut 
any basis and the same uiv noi true. It is subniiticd tlun ntl 
of them are unskilled persons. It is not true ihat liic> u=cj e 
designated as wiremen, mcch;inics and Khalasis. l.^tnoii 
has given details in respect of iho s^id pcriions ai 
Artnexure-J. Since they arc noi the workmen of the Authoriiy 
and the Contractor has nta hccci ini]ileaded in tli i.s [\:lerenL;c. 
by the Union, though the sojiie was iinpkiideti in Writ 
PetiTion tiled in the High Court by the Union, (he Amhoniy 
is not aware about the atuhL-mkity of the details llirni^hed 
in the said Annexurc-i in rc 5 pec( ol’thc designation, d^iic 
of joining, original department c(t. Jhc Authohty rcifeiuted 
that, the said persons wcw never designated by ii ;ind 
they are n<H it5 workmen: apjirl trtsm ihc fact (hat, they iii c 
being paid mimmurn wj^cs nfrhe unskilledealogorv froni 
U11-1994, The Authority suhiTiitied that, as the old 
Conveyor System of Terminji] IfB was disinanlied iind a 
new Conveyor System ofTcnninal 11-i^ w-as mstalled during 
the year 1994-95; the new Conveyor S^*(c(n (>L’iiig 
maintained by ilspcrmanen( workmen and hence [hurt: is 
uo work lothe contract labourers inihe Convcyoi System. 
They have not been dcpianmeritalized in the establishuK iM 
of the- Authority at any poiiK oC [imu, inueh less uu 
Ui I'1994. (t submitted ihLir, 1"? Citsn^eyor Systems aju 
insta((ed at terminate ll-A and Il-C which arc niJinncd by 
the pemtaneitt workmen, round the eloek. I he Authorii> 
ft iterated that the said 12 persons aie uo( eatrying out ;in> 
work in Conveyor Seel ion and hunct a (intuition of 
perfcrming identical duty sini lUr to 9 purs on ft deploy ud at 
Terminal lA did noi arise, fhe Auihoriiy submiued that, 
the allegations, ihereforc, thut, those 12 workmen employed 
at Terminal 2B were Pci idiTning the ?5anie uad similar and 
identical duties like aforesaid ^^workiricn, mm nnl U iiu. IhL 
.Aulhorily submitted tlutf prsor to 6-12-1994. ihcconconied 
pensons wore working w-ilh NT's. Dctiic Lngincers: who.se 
coomtet was revoked, as new convey in- s> slum iiisuilled 
on and from 6-12-1994 by M/s A.P. ling Pvt. I (d u hich 
is having added tJdvyru;™." of mSniTnum previntive 
maiiUcrutnce, with tninirrarm nu^npower requirement. The 
concemed persons were r.’udured sLirplu,^^^; the pcrmapiuni 
workiKicm ww empbyed to man the said conveyor syi^iLm 
alongwhh other Conveyor Sysiems; for i^ichthc en i^inuui .s 
ofM/i, AP. MorlingPvl. l.td, Australia and M-'.v tnteiToller, 
Singapore had conducted undine (raining lo ii.spci inaiiuin 
workmen bul by virtue of the order oh he 1 Ijgh Couiitlies 
have been retained and pei.Nicd in iis diJ'lbren) ■■iuUl^jris. 
Authority submitted thul. i here I ore. the (dlugaiioii.s liiaL 
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from 1-11-1994 they had been departmentalized in 
Authority, and that, ih^ have been dcsig)(iaicd a^ wineman 
EMD-I, Mechanic EMD-h Khalasi EMD, Wlremen EMD- 
11 , Mechanic EMEV [1, Khala^i EMD-11 etc.are not true. 
Authority reiterated that since the concertied ^rkmen are 
not the wofkmen of the Aulhorily^ the question ofextending 
the benents of permanency to them doe^ not arise. 
Authority submitted that the Conveyor Belt System has 
not been installed at terminal 2B, which is not functional 
since October^ 1999, there are permanent workmen number 
33 and not 39^ working for die Conveyor Belt System 
installed at Terminal 2A and 2C. Authority submitted that, 
the duty carried out by the permanent workman attached 
to the Conveyor Belt System is entirely of the specialised 
nature and the permanent workmeh had been trained by 
the Engineers of M/s- AhP. Morlmg Pvt. LtnL to handle the 
sophisticated and new technology version of the Conve 3 M)r 
Belt System installed at Terming] ll-A. The said J2 peraoti^ 
on the other hand perform the duties which b ofan unskilled 
nature in different sections as stated hereinabove. 
Authority contended that, the allegations, therefore, mode 
that since there was no difference of whatsoever nature 
between the duties carried out by Ihe permanent wotkmen 
the M called conuract labours, there was no jiistificatien 
or any rational reason fortreatiitg the 9 workmen contract 
labours are not true. Authority reiterated that the work is 
not available to them but they are being continued; in view 
of the order of the High Court, pending the hearing and 
final disposal of the matter. The writ Petition was filed by 
the said 12 workmen, being Writ Petition No, 2641 of 199 W 
against the running and mainieuaniOe contact of Conveyor 
Belt System installed at Terminal 2B only. Those 
sophisticated equipments require qualified and trained staff 
to carry out day«to^day preventive maintenance and 
operation and as such the same is beirvg carried out by the 
trained permanent workmen and running and maintenance 
contract ha^ not been awarded for the said sophisticated 
Conveyor System to anyone since 1994-95 and hence no 
work ts available to the said 12 persons in Conveyor Beh 
System. Moreover Terminal ll-B is also not in operation 
since October, 1999. Authority contended that, the 
allegations that, the entire action on the part of the Authority 
of refusing to give the stanis^ benefits and privilegies of 
peiTnarieitt workineniio the concerned workmen was tiorhing 
but a subterfuge and camouflage are without any basis 
and the same are not true. 

(1 G> The Authority further submitted that, the work 
in respect of Conveyor Bell System was entrusted to the 
contractors from time to rime by inviting tenders. The said 
tenders were scrutinized by the committee entrusted with 
the said assignment and one of the tenders was accepted: 
after following the rules and regulations meant for the same, 
the party whose tendet was accepted has to execute the 
agroement. It obtained the certificate of registration, 
whereas the contractor obtained ihe licences under the 
Contract Labour Act. Authority submitted thal. the Union 
did not pray for declaration that the contracts were sham 


and bogus» at any point of time^ It submits that the 
oonceriied persons are not difforent from the persons 
covered in the Writ Petition No.279 of 2M0. as borne oui 
fay the wordings oftlie order of reference dated 7-3-2003- 
Thc bald and wild aHogations. therefore, made that the 
earlier introduction of interfnediate contactors resorted to 
by the Authority by way of some paper agreement entered 
into between Authority and the' so-caJlcd contractors is/ 
was nothing but sham and bogus arrangeinent aind it was a 
camouflage to deprive Ihe concerned workmen and those 
concerned in Writ Petition No. 279 of 2002 of Ihe benefus 
available to the permanenl workmen are withoul any basis 
and are not true. Authority contended that, its action was 
fair., proper, btmafhle and legal; while entering into the 
contracts with the contractors for Conveyor Belt System 
and thtne^fttr Authority al$o denied the alkgaticns made 
by Ihe 2nd Party that^ the so-called contracts, which were 
purportedly entered into by the Authority with the so- 
called i.C- mere name-tenders were sham and bogus 
contracts. Authority also denied that, merely because the 
concerned persons are deployed on the premises belonging 
to it, it means thai^ the relationship between them and the 
Authority is that of the workmen and the employer 
Authorily further contended that, the rates of wages of ihc 
said persons me determined by the Contract Labour Act 
and not by it. It submitted that, the provisions of Section 
23 of the Indian Contract Act have ao any application in 
the said contract. When the concerned persons were 
working with the contractors, they should have claimed 
the bencfll of permanency; which is not based on various 
labour legislations as specified therein and the statutory 
benefils such as Provident Fund provided under I he 
Empl<^ees' Siaic Insuraihcc Act, I94S^ the Payment of 
Bonus Act, 1962 and Industrial Employment (Standing 
Orders) AcL 1946 from the said contractors and the 
concerned persons arc not entitled to claim any of tlic 
benefits from the Authority. The Authority, thereforcn 
denied Ihe allegations made by the Union in this rcspecl. 
Authority denied that, it cheated the concerned workmen, 
la fact^ the Union has cheated them by giving false 
promises; which cannol be fuirilled under the provisions 
of the labour law. Since it did not cheat them the quesUem 
of victimization did not arise. Cheating per sc docs noi 
amount to vietitnizaiioti; even by any strelch of im^ination. 
Ibe bald^ wild and derogatory allegations made by the 
Union that the concerned workmen have been victimi/jcd 
because they had been cheated hy the Authorily and ihiU 
cKeatifig itself amounled to victimization of the concerned 
workmen are without any basis and the same arc not Jruc- 
Authority submitted that, ibc concerned pci son^ are being 
paid the wages as per the pnoviEions of the Bulcs: which 
provides ihaL ihe rates of wages payable lo the coniracL 
labourers by ihe contractor shall not be Less than the rates 
prescribed under the Minimum Wages Acr^ 194tl for 
employment, where applicable and where the rates have 
been fixed by Ag^reement, settlement^ etc. not less than the 
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rates; eo fixed. Henct: \hi: dlegations tlmc^ conc■L:'■:lL^L^ 
worVmen were tnr it led ^ [ least to th e ^ > a nd a) I (i i ^ : 

which were paid by the ALithi-niry lo Hie peniiLiiU'-iil 
workmen at the lowest levch in of Rc^nlntioii of 
the Contract Labour {Abolition ifc RegLilaiion) Al[ i.'v iio^ 
trac. HoweveTn the Airport Ma^'n^erial l^eLM^nnel ("!.o-.k 
the contractual work, w-hich arc c?^rried nut by t!ie 
COntraclOTj lo ascertain whether it t.=^ with Teferenrc to ihe 
specification of the asreernent. A^i-hoiriLy's; poisonno! do 
not suporvije and control the (hiy-io-Jay work oT-ho 
CCMitractor Therefore, the allegations mLuJt: by theZtid \\\\ [y 
that, the substantial part of the responsibility of tho A lip oil 
Managerial Personnel the sujiorvision iinil cO'ii[i':'l of 
the work bein^ performed by (he so-oatlod ^vlll^L■■l■i 

^re without any basis and thu sain*: arc not uuk Thv: 
Authority submitted that, the Operations Depiiriinrnt Ikls 
issued Job Description (DuLses and KcMpnnsihiMhL"-:■ of 
the Airport Managers and rhe functions u=hLi:h iu^- .ii :i 
general naxitne; are based on the headqijailer's giiid!;-lines.: 
which have been incorporated ISO inanoal. Aui3irinty 
submiUed that, the con tracts eiueiod into wirh- t?ic 
contractors, in accordance with ihe Rules and Regnl.it-■-■iis 
framed by it arc fair, proper, bonnIled.Tnd Ice id. lloncc t'v 
allegations made by rhe Union that, whenever there hiid 
been so-called contracts between the iian:v-1.:ndvr 
contractors and Authority were mere paper anon gen ivi: is 
and in fbet and in practice, full and compIcTC control wa.^ 
vested in the Authority-' arc not true. Authority si:b:nit-:'] 
that, the averments made by the Union expose--; 
credibility ignoring tlio orders pussed by tlie Ifigh Lonri 
from time to time at the prayers of the L'ntoa. proieviing 
the services of the said persons.: from being !ennin.nc:l; 
pending the hearing and final disposal oftbc tnuiicr. Tiie 
allega(ricin5 therefore made, ignoring the s ;Id hjckdi opibin 
when the Authority-' realised rhnt the jircscnt set of wvf ::.men 
were in fact their workmen: those workmen Ins cl b^cn 
departmentalized arc nothing but tlgment of iminpirnnin 
and contrary-'to the facis oci it l eciird. li jiubraiLieJ ihLii. the 
Authority had called for detail in respect or™p!o}-n:vn- of 
the said contracr labourcr.s aUrngw-ith otEicr coniriiLt 
labourers at the instance of the Iktidnuiuicrs ?^t New D-Ini 
in order ascerlain ihe eorrcct tactu-il po^niiom ii-^ soni: of 
the con tract la boLirei's arc being paid direct]^ by the 

A uihority i n view o f tli e protect i on g rant^: d b\ U i e I! o iT h le 
Fligh Court ofBombny fromfitne lo time, di-^ptn?-iny v.i[h 
the services of the contractor. If the}- ^verc m ilie 
emptoyment, as llieir workmen and were to be rniidc 
pemanent by the Authoiity, as alleged, fiiwe v’.ouM sini 
have been litigniioi} fr^ryLLirs together The suit: met it iivnlc 
in th is regard is misch ievou s o ne; p: o m pted wn h rh ^ =: ■ hi -■: or 
motive. The nl]e£ation> therefore mni, hi the venr 2b-:?i.' 
2fl0l the Authority- had taller! 1'i': ^iViiils rc-guiihiie 
employment of all the conccriicrl 4 I wtnki]ii:i; 
and that those w-orkinen wctc :iskeJ w di '^dl-. 

regarding their.dates [>f biytti. tjUalificalirm, 
departmentalization elc. and ib^y als-:i -j.Tnr.i ni ^uhnni 


thL’LT latest pilotoginp-v. .niJ -K\imli)ig]y. the ^'ciK;nied 
workmen had fLirnislK-J . i'' ine dcriuU, iiifnnmtiiL>n wnh 
thUr ruspeclive sign.:! l.: ■_■■-. iintl .ll llnu Lime ilsell'. ii 
agreed upon in j^rininplc I'-vt. lI^osl: workmen wH] hr nuidv 
pct'inanerK und thai Env\^ = in.-.pile otTIui, ilic toiKonicd 

workmen had nol bLn--!= 'X-iinniK-ilt by lix- AvnluviU 

fill thal date nre witlni!-: :ty. nn:] the or: n-.M 
true. Authority furiliV- ■'■.I'-init^cd tliiit, lIic Uiiecii'HU 
Principles of tlie Sfii:: \ y:-ii-shrined in iiieConM'U:ti<in 

are not equals uncqLini!; . k did net disci iniiiuite :.igiiiii->i 
the commet Ubourms: ^ :jiv nni ]i^ \-hOiknicn. Tiic 

j 1 legations. rhci'cfr^^'-L-. x n in oI ihc Uircii i'^': 
principles ofStak Eotiv. -.iicv!' liie rmiMi-ein'-ii ^--l l:nlj:i. 
ilie resj^ansibitUy c:.:' « 1 : 1 'In' Anlliurn;^ i:m[ md'.ilL'.e 
in discriminaLiem lukI t-.' i^i-;' cunthrifnis .m^l 

fu i r Vs-anes 10 li 11 ili e vl ■ :k i ■ i .. i i: ■ n 1 v. I > )i r: iei t he: n mT I v m t 
any disi;rimin:iti{)n ^ir: .'.ru hn^iis :md die sLiinonie 

ooi (rue.T)ic AuHuml.;. J-.'i'Il-J Uuil K^ori in :ii^> 
discrimiiiJlion agLiiixn i-i.- -■■.li-.: p-jrxms. dl :itlcged. I he 
Autliority furihcr c^'iLr-..-!.dL'd :jrni iL'i^eiLU^d fiiiit. the 
c once m : d workmc n ay -.-1 ■ .-■ t c r l i d :xi n: t K- si al u s. b: 1 iv l k. 
pri^-Lleges and LideLLinad- v-i'-be i-iji-nTiiic.-i::! -.-.ockinL-iiL is 

thry wereori^mnUv d\:\ -.■ ive b^- ih: lvspet:ti^■e:^H■lnx^:nn■^ 
TO do the conti uctiial x ---. .nrd I -::ice liiey Lir: the L:nmr:-L’L 
htbemrer^. It subinit?. I'l-'' : :>■ tl'-ii'ble iligfi tTuiiL in \--iLlei- 
dLMLd j -f-19^? I p^^s'I: y.■ ■!i 1:1 \(1 ifinn No y t!i-3 oI ]'• ^ 
ill Writ Eelitkm No.! A- : ifi vid: .■tTi]iL'\LiiL' It :n ihe 
pefitionhnscaTcznn::!'!;. rl vit-Lni :npaingiaph IN ihw the 
mere fac( lh:u the Lnn'.limicd lo be einrjlfned 

fni' tlie works, if mu: c;;-: nl '.w\ depninneiitLilly !'jy ^iltlle 
oflhnt oyder^^ ill r.oi v:i.:i-=k: dwn’j leekiiir. lu in iiyliL thjiU 
ihe>= had beemne direL t: vy ovrvs of th: find KespomN n: 
n.e. AulliariLy}. '!':o; .\'.:i !k'-[ lU lEJ nut i':':iM t to 
disci iininafion: so lu :n -. .'-yige in LiiLfLir hTmur ps:iLLicc 
Linder [tern 10 of Eilib N-:.. dnk' 'end wi:h Seciiusi Ulmi of 
the Act, 11 fLiiiherM:biT.mvvi tlnix I'lttli SeliedLilL'. lead with 
Seeiion 2(ra> of th: .A:! v,;!-. inwricd lu ilio IndiMfiiil 
Disputes (A iiicnclinL'ni : .i-.!. 1^x2 \^ iih l’CL'cll lYoin 
buL die ^Liine L LiiinuL he enl'uiYeJ. as die L'eiiirhl 
n o^ crriinen (1 1 idii si ri lL : : i 1 n 11 n; 1 l-v 111 n -1 .olv 1 r {\ i t f 1:1 > 0 ot 
been ciTiptuvered in ihu lx'nil I to .iJiLklic.netlic indusiikil 
disput: relutin^ to ori-: ■■l■..LUc!■ speeiiied in the Eufih 
Schedule. The Aufhoni;. .i i il i::-SLihoiii.v v\LLhoul prvy.idire 
to the said eontenliLMis. din! item sO : Lin not ix mvokini Iw 
i)ie eoorerned workru -.i Lir: nol in: ’'worknKiU 

within (he rTieiiouiy l.-; Tx-io:! 2(:^i uT ifiv .An I fie 
alle-Tafions (luTctdie Lis.i dn eninx-rned w^pikiu:?! were 

H- 

denied lItc slaliis. bein iV. ■ |n■|■^i]eees lmilI LLdvilnL^Lye.> Lfi' 
pertnanent workmen i:i: k- 1.^- piuse Linu ilxy wei: eonuiiLi 
workers jud that in I'.m .rie v Lanterned v=\oikers am I lInlI 
^□ch were nut ai LiH t v K.'uixict 'wotkei's and lh:ii -.iicli 
disci'irninnlion ;mn>ui-i-::i u- u:'ilnir labour piruuti^e.i uiider 
[LeiTi iOofFittli Scli,d.:l'. iL'.id \^ irh Section !?(ial ol fii: 
iddnserial Disputes .A-.:. 19 17 :ne ru>L Livie. .AuLinvity 
submitted rfia(, ihe no.ol v,url.:mL'n had worked for 
1 he 1 a^iL m an v \ eai s. lis t I:: i i' sei a 1 c e> e re proier 1 c lJ by t li e 
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orders of the Bombay High Court firom time to time, pending 
the hearing and final di^po^l of the matter. Moreover, the 
persons deployed at Terminal lA are under the supervision 
and control ofM/s. Delite Engineers and earlier under some 
other contraftors who have not been impleaded in thi& 
reference and hence, it is not aware whether they had 
worked for last several ycarj without any break and 
intemjptioR in Iheir employment and hence> merely because 
some of them had worked for la^ many years, they cannot 
claim the benefits of permanency in its employment; with 
other consequential benefits. The Authority submits that 
the Hon'ble Tribunal cannot grant the said benefits for the 
aforesaid reasons. The allegations therefore made that the 
concerned workmen had worked for last several years 
without any break and without any interruption in their 
cmpbymeni with the Authority and that all of them had 
put in uninterrupted service of number of years 
continuously in the employment of the Authority and tbal 
as such, each one of them was entitled to the benefits of 
permanency in the employment of the Authority with other 
consequential benefits and deprival of the same by the 
Authority was unconstitiationaJ, unrea^nable, unjustified 
and illegal are without any basis and the same are not true. 
Authority reiterated thatp the contracts entered into with 
the Contractors but it were in accordance with the 
prescribed Rules and. Regulations and the same were 
proper; fair, bonafied and legal The contractors by virtue 
of the said agreements gave undcrtakltigs to produce the 
given results for the establishment through the contract 
labourers. The allcg^iions, therefore, that upon the lifting 
of the veil it could be seen that there was direct employer/ 
emptoyee relationship between the AulhcH^ty on the one 
hand and the workmen conccrecd therein on the other 
hand and that wherever there were intermediatie scncalled 
contractors; they were mere name-lenders or brokers or 
agents and that such contractors had never been employer 
of the concerned workmen are without any basis and the 
same are not mie. The concerned persons should have 
claimed fair conditions of employment from the respective 
contractors. The allegations, therefore, that the 
engagement of the workmen on large scale under the label 
of contract labours was victimization of the concerned 
workmen and it was nothii^ but their exploitation and that 
it was resorted to with the malfled intentions by the 
Authority with a view to deprive those workmen of fair 
conditions of employment and with the ulterior motive of 
denying them the status', benefits and privileges of 
permanent workmen ^ nothing but figment of im^ginatiDn 
of a fertile brain and the same are not true. The Authority 
denied the alleg^ious that the so called contracts who 
were introduced by the Authority were not registered 
contractors and that in any event, those contractofs had 
deliberately been withdrawn by the Authority and the 
concerned workmen had been departmentalized. Authority 
also denied that the so-called contractors, wtiencver they 
were In the picture, they did not have valid and proper 


licences for recruitment and engagements of contract 
labourers. Authcriiy reiterated that the concerned persons 
are not having atiy skill, education worth the name, excepi 
experience acquired by them by doing the repelitive work 
and their perfomarwe is not the mark, I'hc al legations, 
therefore that all the concerned workmen were having 
necessary skills, experience* qualification, etc. lo perform 
their respect] VC duties arul that in fact, all ofthem had been 
performing their duties sincerely, honestly and to best 
satisfaction of the Authority all those years arc nut bom 
out by facts and the same are not true. 

17. Authority submitted that, the lion^blc I ribunal 
has to decide the preliminary issues at the threshold of the 
proceedings regarding the jurisdiction of the I lon'bic [ ligh 
Court of Bombay in passing the order dated lb-12-2002 in 
Writ Petition M6279 of 2000; directing the Government of 
India to malce the reference of demands specified therein lu 
the Hon^ble Tri bunal for adjudication as we II as that o I' the 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New IXilhl to 
make the reference intermaofthe said oindcr,tothis llon'bic 
Tribunal It submits that the Hon^blc Tribunal has also to 
decide the preliminary issues regarding locus-standi of 
the Union in espousing the cause ofthc concerned persons 
and the validlLy of reference under Scciion 2{k) ofthc Aci 
etc. Authority submitted that, the Union has for ihc first 
time made the allegations that the contract between it and 
the respective contractors are sham and bogus, in view of 
the directions issued by ihe I lon'ble High C:autt of Bombiiy 
in para 4(1X1) of the order dated 16-12-200(2 in Writ [\^*ition 
No.279 of 2000. Authority reiterated the contracts 
entered inio with the contractors were in accordance with 
the prescribed procedure laid down under the Kiilcs and 
Regulations and in conformity with the provisions of the 
Contract Labour Act. It, therefore, submitted that the 
Hon'ble Tribunal cannot pass the order holding and 
declaring that the contract between it and the respective 
contractors are sham and bogus and arc camoullagic; ttr 
deprive the persons covered in the order of reference, of 
(he benefits available to the permanent workmen employed 
by Authority, Authority also contended that, ihls Hon'blc 
Tribunal cannot pass the order holding and dectaring that 
the concerned workers are its direct workmen and al5^> 
cannot pass an order directing it to give status^ benelhs 
and privileges of the permanent workmen to all the 
concerned persons, much less from the day/dalc each one 
ofthem had completed contEnuous service of 240 days, ai 
par with the peimancnt wdrkthen and to pay them Ihc arrears 
rising thcre^om, with I compound i ntencst, to gi vc equal 
p^y fat equal work to the concerned persons for the reasons 
stated hereinabove. Authority also contended that, the 
concerned persons are also not entitled to any inlerim reliefs 
and it would tantamount to granting the final reliefs, which 
cannot be done, unless the alleged industrial dispute is 
adjudicated on nterits. The interim relief should not be the 
whole relief that the contract labourers may get, if they 
succeed finally. The Authority also submiiicd that, the 
question whether the contract labourers are entitled to 
receive alt the benefits applicable to the permanent workmen 
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of the Authority, to all the t[>iiLTiw;t liibflurcrs covered in 
this reference, with immediate clTcct, cannot bo acijuditaied 
by this Tribunat the sarne has to be determined by (he 
Dy. ChiefLahour c:omnnssioncr{C) as provided under then 
Central Rufes and hence the Hon'hie IVibunal lias no 
juriidiction to adjudicate the said aspects ofthe dispute. 
The Authority further contended that, this I lon'ble Tribunal 
cannot pass the interim [>rdcrft direction the Aurhoriry to 
pay wa^cs consisting of baste wa^es plus dearness 
allowances paid \o the lowest category of ce^uljr 
employees doing the same work, as The contract labourer-^, 
concerned persons, a«i the order of reference it seif is nuiJ, 
void and had in law for The reasons averred eiaborafely in 
The written slatenient. Wijfiout prejudice to the [above the 
Authority submitted ihai the question whether ihc work 
perlbmaed hy the coniTact labourers is the same work as 
carried on by The pennanent workmen emptoyed by the 
Auihority, cannot be adjudicaledby this f ion "ble Tcihunul 
but the same has to bcdctcnnmcd by the Dy. Chief i.^ishour 
CommissiijnLT {C) under the Central l^ules and lieocc tin: 
Hon'bic IVibuual lias Tiojurisditiion to adjudicale ilie said 
aapect of die dij^pute and the ttuestion of adjustment whh 
final determina(ion:''oiL(comeolHie re (ere nee docs n[>L arise 
'I he Authority further submitted (hat. (he concerned 
persons ace nO( the woikincu ci'ihe Auihoriiy. Authority 
conicndcd that, thii l[inrble Tribunal cannot pass ibe 
order; granting any other belter orronsequcntiol r-cfiet'ai^d 
cannot gram any rehef of soever naiiire as ttie order 

of reference dated 7-V2(}[>3 is null, vo^d and bad in laxv and 
prayed ihat, tJic oniei- of reference dnitccl 7-3-200j be 
rejcc(cd with 

Ifi, 2nd Puny Union lUed rejoinder, at F-Ahibit I.i.'l 2. 
The Sec<md f^any rci(cra(Cs uil the con(enii[>ns anti 
avennentfi made in ihen ^sLiiLerncni yfCbldi ns if the same 
have been set oui specifically and nieniiunLd herein unti 
that, ii shntild not be la ken os any adiiitiision on [fit pun (.jf 
the 2jid Party oidlie iillegaLioiis uiid contentions of the Ist 
Party’s wriden smterneni dated ^th .Iannary-, 2003 l .ach 
and every conteiuion made in the syid written stotenu^ut 
which is conrrnry io (he .Slu(e(ncnt of Ctahn, except foi' the 
typographical error, is hi^rcby denied niosl einph:i[LCLi[[y, 
jointly and severally, unless specifteally adniilied 
herein be low. As regards ptelintinufy objection raised by 
the Isi Party in connectitin wiih the mtuntainabiTiiy of The 
claim Union and deciding it sis a pivltminaiyobjcclioii before 
deciding tliy clttim. 2nd F^arty contended thal. the said 
objections arc iirclcvani. mischievous andiioi sitsiainablc 
in law und in facls and have heeu made with the iriLenlion 
delaying. defca(ing and denying ihe rightJ'ui ebirn oftiie 
concerned workmen. 2nd Party comended ihai it is iin 
admitted position tha(. ihe pnj.seiii sei of workmen have 
been fighting for permanency for last so many yvarn in 
various Courts and forums and (he fsT Pany has been 
forced to protect the services of ihe present woj'kincn only 
upon the orders of ihe Court. Union further submi(tcd tba1. 
in the course of (he (nulti1itri(ms proceedings in the \ arioiis 


courts, including rhe proceedings in the f ligh Coi(irt a( the 
heating and disposal of the Writ i'ctition Mo. 27^ or2<>0(k 
ihe ist Party has failed to raise any of the legal objections 
and submi^ionfi made herein and hence the same be struck 
off their defence and the Ur PaiTy be estopped from raising 
the same at this late stage of the proceedings and coni ended 
that this Hon^ble Tribunal h^s no Juriscfiction to go into 
the preliminary objections raised hy tit? 1st party being 
bound by the orders of the Bombay High Court in Writ 
Petkion Mo. 279 of 2000 and die order of reference of the 
appropriate Government, li is contended by the 2nd [^art\ 
Union that at the thne of henrinL: of the writ petition, tst 
J^arty had consented to the order directing thc(TOvemsncnt 
to refer the matter (o tlii;^ \ [orf ble [Tibtinal and hence it 
estopped froTTi raising this i.'S.sue nmv before this f Ion’hie 
rribtmal. 2nd Party subrnh that the submisnions inside by 
Ihe 1st Parly (hat, lhci>rdei' ol'i elLTenec being made on the 
direction of the Court is in comravciition of the law arc 
false to its own kn^>wiedge anti fx;tt>rd. 2nd l^arty contendetl 
that, it had been rattling this demand of pennanenL v since 
years and had given dc(atlod wriuen submksion.H to (hu 
GovemiTienl with regard to the c^uestionofabol itinn witercin 
the Jiham and bogus nature of the conUiicts had been aUo 
dealt wi(h and all (hese siibini^isions w=ere part ofthc reeoi d 
in W.P. Mo. 279 of 2000. c:^peL;ially in pamgraph.s and 
even in the earlier proceedings, f he GovoriKnem of India 
had decided to abolish the cotUract labour systctn hr the 
present categories of work t vised on the ninLcrial be [ore il 
and this materia) was sulfif ient for it evcri hdve referred tfic 
present dispute for adjudicalion. Hence. Ut Party's 
contention that the only material on the basis of which thv 
Government came to The ci'>nc)ti‘^N>n was i)ic order of the 
} lon'hic Rom bay H igh f'^uirl is incnncct the rcL-ord nntl 
its own knowledge, 1st Pon\ did not raise any objection to 
the same betng allowed and hence ihe same bind.=^ (he Ur 
Parry. Hence, the pEea of sbum and bogus had been raised 
before the Hon'ble High Court and die lligli Cotnrt applied 
it^mind on the particular J'acU olThe case before rcfcn'iri!_> 
the same for adjudication. 2nd Parry (urt)ter subinitied tiial. 
It had also raised a do maud wf(h the I si Party sogardinv. ike 
sham and bogus nature of the alleged contracts tmd 
demanding that the preseni workers he declared uiid 
ab.Horbod as perm an cm workers and on the M:inagcmciiis 
failure Lo respond to the same, =^ent llte saine to tlic l^cgional 
Labour Commissioner akmg wnh J 11^(111 ca( ion. t.hi ton 
submitted that, ihc dispute w-:is heard by the Assi^^iimt 
Labour Cornmissloner and oii (he failure of the !m Ikiru 
L(nployer, to respond die same, the same w=as i cferrct] t'nr 
adjudication. However, due (o the pendency of the prewm 
proceedings^ the same was not taken up for adiudicati^ui. 
[t subiniLtod that all these ibets oi e \viiliiri (he knowdedgo u I' 
the 1st party and have been dclihenttcly suppressed bv n 
jnd allegations, which arc false io their own knowledge 
and informfiTion. have been niude with a do liberate nttci npi 
to mislead this Hon'ble h ibuniil Union ftinhcr'iuhnuKcd 
Tha(, (he ITigh Court has she powers lo refer any disptiie for 
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adjudicatton in exercise of its powers under Article 226 of 
the Constitution of India, [t submitted that the 1st Pairty 
has distorted and mistnlerpreted the Delhi High Court order 
in Wrn Petition No.6f ^0 of 20C1 and the judgment of the 
Apex Court in SAIL for its ends. The Bombay High Court 
oTcfer is the correct interpretation of SAIL qnd in any case 
this Hon'ble Tribunal is bound by the same and cannot go 
into the correctness of the same. 

19 Union submitted ihat, the alEegotions made by 
the Isl Party regarding its iwus standi are false and are 
dented. Union stated that it has permanent workers as its 
members and is fully authorized and entitled to represent 
the workers in the present reference. Union denied the 
contentions of I he 1st Pony that the persons mentioned in 
the Reference are nen workers of the 1st Party, [t contended 
thuU the concerned workmen are their members and they 
are entitled to represent them in the present proceedings 
and the said contentions have not been taken by the 1st 
Party previously in any of the proceedings and the same 
have been laken now with intention of delaying the 
proceedings. Union contended that, for adjudicating any 
industrial dispute under Section 2{k) of the friduEUial 
Disputes Aci^ 1947 the rest of existence and/or 
apprehension of dispute. Is completely satisfied in this 
case and the Reference is between 'the Employer' AND 
'The Workmen" employed by 1st Party, 

20, With refereiKC to the allegations regarding non 
-joinder of the parties, 2nd Party contended that, the alleged 
contractors keep changing, il had made the then alleged 
contractors party to the proceedings in Writ Petition 
No. 279 of 2000 bul none of them appeared despite being 
served, no reply was filed by them and hence they are 
presumed to have admitted the case of the Petitioners and 
hence their non-joinder is not bad in Jaw and admittedly 
the said alleged contractors keep on changing hence il 
would not be feasible to make them the parties to the 
reference and admittedly some of the present workmen 
have been departtnentalized, therefore, there is no question 
of any joinder of partiws. Hence the objection of the I si 
Party ts this regard is not sustainable in law. 

21, Second Par<y Union submitted that, the 
contentions or the 1st Party regarding the definition of "Air 
Traffic Service' instead of "TrafTte Services" mentioned in 
paragraph 4 of the Statement of Claim is correct and the 
mistake was a typographical error. 

22. Union reiterated thaL the details given in 
Annexure A of the workers are correct and the said details 
were filed even in Writ Petition No 279 of 2000 and in 
various other proceedings but the Ist Party did not rai^ 
any such objectiem earHer nor it did file its correct list of 
contract workers before any authority, hence its' objection 
is not sustainable being mischievous and an afictihought. 

23. Union denied the allegations ofliie Irt Party that 
the loaders in the present reference are not doing the same 


and similar work as the permanent loaders and that their 
work is of routine and repetitive nature and state thaE the 
workmeri in the present reference have the requisite skills 
and are perfermingthe same> similar and identical duties as 
the permanent loaders. Union also denied that the alleged 
contractors refused to renew the contract on the ground of 
non'employment ofthe present workmen as alleged by ihc 
1st Party. Union further submitted that, the allegations 
regarding the supervision ofthe work being done by one 
Manish of M/s. E>elite Engineer, the present Contracior is 
false as M/a. Delite Engineer is no longer the namelending 
contractor since the last six months, and it is not correct 
that one of the conveyor bclt^ at Serial No ! does not 
function as the same is rimctianal but kept shut by the Isc 
Party. Union also denied the allegations that there is no 
work available for the present workers and therefore the 
said workers are being deployed in difTcrerit sections due 
to unavailability of work. It submitted that, there is sulTicient 
work but the workers were deliberately removed because 
of the legal battJ$H Union iwther stated that, the permanent 
workers were deployed in do (he same work feom I'crminal 
HA and the present Workmen could have easily been 
continued to perform the said jobs. Union/WorkiTwri dented 
that these are not doing the some and similar work as 
permanent loaders and that the permanent workers have 
been specially trained for (he work and state ihaE ihc same 
is false as per the records of the 1st Party. Union/Workmcn 
stated that there ivos no training provided and the work is 
the same as was being perfonmed by the prcscni workmen 
and (hat these workmen have the requisite skills to perform 
□nd were pertbrming the same, similar and identical duties 
as the permanent conveyor bell operators and that in faci 
rhe work being performed by the presenl workmen requires 
more skill and technical qualifLcations than required for 
Conveyor belt operation. Union also denied that the 
averments made by the 1st Party that, the 1'crminal I IB is 
not operational and contended that, the same are 
mischievous and misleading with the deliberate and rruilafldc 
intentions or defeating and denying the present workmen 
their legal rights. 

24. In view ofthe above pleadings Issues were framed 
on ] I -12-2007, at Exhibil 65, and on ihc application ofthe 
I St Party dated 5-2*2008 and of 3nd Pariy dated K-1 -2008, 
the said Issues were recasted, at Exhibit , which I answer 
as under: 

Issues Findings 

1. Whether the contract between Airport yes 
Aulhorlty of India aird Respondents 
contrartors^ is sham and bogus and is 
camouriage? 

Z Whether the workmen involved tn yes 
the reference should be declared 
as permanent employees of the 
Airport Authority nf India? 
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2A) Ifycs since when? 07^3-2003 

3) Whether workmen involved in Yes 

the reference are entitled lo 

s[atLis and benefit alongwith 
privileges as of Permanent 
u-orkmen as claimed? 

3 A) If yes, since when? 07-03-2003 

4) Whether workmen involved in Yes 

ihc neference are entitled to gel 
directions from this Court to 

Airport Authority of India to 
pay them wages and other 
consequential benefits'^ 

4A) If yes, till what date? Fnon^ 

(>7-t)j^2003 
lill they 
work with 
Auihority. 

5) Whether w'orkrrien involved Yes 

in the Reference are entitled 

to get the wages on the basis 
of equal work and equal pay? 

^ Whether worknien involved in the Yes 
Reference are entitled to get benefits 
applicable to permanent employees? 

6A) Whetlier Loader & Electrical Yes 

Maintenance Workers arc entitled 
to re I ief of eonti n uallon with full 
back wages w.e.f. 1-7-2007? 

7) Whal order? As per 

[iidci' 

Ik low 

7A) Is reference bad in law as stated No 

by First Party in para 1 to 4 of its 
Wntten Slalement and under 
^^eclion2kofI.D. Act"? 

REASONS: 

ISSUE NO. 7A: 

25. This Issuo-is framed on ihe basis of the 
c<yntentions taken by both on the basis of lemis of the 
reference which w--as sent by the Central Govcrnmetii, 
Ministry of Labour, as per the directions given by the 
Hon^ble High Court in Writ Pelltion No.279 of 2000. I si 
Party i.e. A if port Authority of India (Which is here iiicj Her 
called as "Authority^') in its Writtei^ Statement Exhibit ME 
1S eon [end thaf Contractors are not made party and behind 
said contactors nature of contryci or its genuineness as 
chalIonised by the Union cannot be decided by ihis Court. 
The wording of iho Reference ns set out netlccl that this 
reference was referred by Labour Ministry, LCmral 
Government .h imply as per the direuions of ihe lion 'ble 


Bombay H igb Court and ask 1 1 1 i ^ Tribunal to dee i dc lict her 
the contract between the Autliority and Ihc Kcspondcrit 
contraclors is sham, bogus and cEirnouflage? As wc knou= 
there cannot be status to any party lit ihc rcfcrcnLc as a 
Respondent. Much capita! i? made by the 1st Party's 
Advocate saying that, suoti contractors arc not made party 
in the proceedings so behind their back genuineness uf 
the contract cannot be decided. Besides they Itilvc 
conlend^d that, the reference is bad for non-joinder ofihe 
necessary parties as t'onLriicu^is Lire not party. Alter all. in 
the Writ Petition on the basis of whiuh J loirble 11 igli Conn 
directed Control Government to send I be reference uh 
ComracTors were party in [lie siiid Wril t^^tition. I tivy ^'ere 
aware of iL Even Authority wu^ awme of ti, j^iitl nuhody 
has made effbrts to implead ConlractOTTi li pjny in ilie 
reference. Besides, Iton'ble Hi^h Court has di ret ted Caitrdl 
Government to make a reference about the qtiesliiui of 
genuineness of the coniraei between the Auihoriiy smd 
the Respondenls-ConlrjL’tur.s. Ry that, it means that, the 
Contractors who were patiy in ttie Writ PeLiiion and who 
were Respondents in that Writ are ilieContrucinrs and tlie 
Hoo'blc High Court expects to decide the naiure ofihc 
contract of those Con! re dors us to whelhL-r rt is guiKiinc. 
sham, bogus and camouHage as claimed by the I In ion. 

26. This is disipuied by the )s[ Party I a filine. 
exhaustive reply ar Ivvliibi! by Tailing miinber ol" 

contentions. Amongst lhen\ one of it. is nnaintaLtiabil i!_v ol" 
the reference and jurisditlion of ihis i Tihunat over the 
subject-matter. According to Authority, order orrefercni L' 
dated 07-3-2003 made by the Government of India. MinLuy 
of Labour, New Delhi lo tins Tribunal h>r udjtKiieatinn of 
the industrial dispute specified in ilie Sdiediifc itsdf is not 
tenable. In rh.e reference it i-s recited ilnst. ■■C''cjnr:rt 
Cyvemment was of'the optjiion (hat, Lin indusii iLil dispute 
existed between the emph^yers in rclLsiiori lo tlie 
Management of the Aii ptni AuiliarLiy ^jf Isidki and iheir 
workmen In res peel oflhe sulijeci-ina iter spec iiied ml ilie 
Schedule.'’ According lo .■■\uihor iLy, llon'blc tiigli (Tinc t 
in Writ Petition No.2T7 of dOOfJ directed ihc reiural 
Government to make a rcfcreiK-c tor jdjudicalloii is 1 1 sc If 
defective and fion'bJc High Court cannot pass sll^:h an 
order and Central tTOvcinmciu cLinnoi slicIt na 

reference. Even wtirdiiig used ilie Division fknKh of 
our Hon 'blc High Co oil in iks order dated lb-12-21)02 is 
on ly reproduce by- th c C cn [ ra ] 1. i < ?vornnic n i ^'s■ 1 1 i I e 11 lak i n e li 
reference. It reveals ihai. die ( crural Govcnuncnl has noi 
applied its mitid which is iwiuncd to be applied under 
Section lOofthc Indosiiiul Disputes Ace, I 947. According 
Lo Authority Central {.roveriiincnt must li’inn an ojunion 
that, there exists industi'iiil th'^puic :md Jio li enn l el'cr lo die 
Tribunal tor adjud icaiifni [ .=nic =^.s Lsnd un i i I op i n i t>i i L ti in ociE 
by ihe Central Govcmiiictii under Section 10 oi lndnsiriLil 
T^lsputcs Act, 1947 rel^in^ on rcpttri of udiieiliaiioii 
auihority formed under Sou bon IU of IndusEmI Di^ pules 
Act, 1947 to whon^ u^grlijvcd party ought to IniMj 
approached and said nincliinory ought (o have applied iis 
mind after hearing botfi aixl submli failure repnn ni lIilll 
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respect to Central Government oti \i. Bur here In this case, 
no such exercise nor aueiripTS have been made by the 
Union. Uniem did not approach Labour Commissi on tT(C). 
No opportunity was given to the Labour Commissioner [C) 
to resolve the dispute and whether Labour 
CofnTniE 5 ioner(C)caii resolve it and if not can submit failure 
report as happens generally. Even no opportunity was 
given 10 the Authority to make out its case regarding 
dispute referred by the Division Bench of the f Ion'ble High 
Court about the subject-matter referred in the Reference. 
According to Authority the dispute raised by the Union 
was raised for the first time directly before the Hon'ble 
High Court and the Hon'bte High Court under Ariicle 226 
of the Conslimtion of India made reference which cannot 
make a reference. Besides, Central Government had no 
mntcria] before it to satisfy that, an industrial dispute existed 
between the parties to exercise its powers under 
Section 10(1) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, 
Discretion of the Central Govennnent to make an order of 
reference is dependeni on its salisfaclion that an industrial 
dispute cither exists or apprehended. The opinion funned 
by the Government is only on the basis of ihe directions 
given by the Hon'ble High Court in Writ Petition No.279 of 
2000. Infect it Is notthc opinion of the Central Government 
which has formed after taking exercise under Section 10(1) 
of the Industrial Disputes Aci, 1947 as there was no material 
be fore the Central Covemment for coming to the conclusion 
thah industrial dispute existed which the condition, 
precedent in forming an opinion as contemplated under 
Section 10(1) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. It has 
clearly acted in clear contravention of the provisions of 
Section 10< 1 ] of ihe Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Hence it 
is submitted that it is not a reference at all under Section 
10(1) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. According to 
Authority Central Government acted in clear contravention 
oftheproviEbm ofSectLon 10( Ijofihe Industrial Disputes 
Acl 1947 aud has taken decision only on the basis of the 
directionE issued by the Division Bench of the Hon'bio 
High Court, Besides, Stand is taken by the Authority that, 
there should be dispute between the Authority and its 
employees. Admittedly employees involved in the reference 
are not at all employees of the Ist Parry. Unless and they 
arfi employees ofthe I st P 3 Jty+ they cannot be workmen as 
defined under Section 2{sj ofihc industrial Disputes Act, 

1947. Since the concerned workmen are not [heir workmen 
as defined under Section 2( s) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 and its employees, iheir dispute cannot be called 
as industrial dispute. As per Section 2(k)of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947, since none ofthe concerned workmen- 
are the employees of the Authority and even it is not the 
case ofthe Union that, they arc employees of the Authority, 
Union canact mese dfepufe; on their Dcirides h h 

contended that, Che Union has no proper representation to 
raise this dispute. Not a single permanent employee of 
Authority support the industrial dispute ofthe Union. Since 
basically it is not the dispute of the employees of the 


Authority, the dispute referred here for adjudication cannot 
be treated as, an ''industrial dispute" and this Tribunal 
cannot decide it. It staled by the Authority that 

Union must show thak the industrial dispute is espoused 
by the sufftcient number of employee^ who are members o f 
the Union and there is support ofsubstanlial employees of 
the Aiarhority or is supported by proper number of 
permanent employees of the I si party. According to 
Authority, not a single employee of the Aulharity has 
supported the dispute. Lven it is not shown that, who has 
supported ilie dispute, bow tnany supports the dispute 
and whether they are members of [he lJnion7 Neither any 
list of the members of the Union is produced nor copy of 
resolution passed in the meeting ofthe Union is produced 
to show that, a particular number of workers are supporting 
Ihe dispute. It is further stated that. Union can raise dispute 
on issue of Notification under Scelion l0( i)oftlicConlract 
Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act prohibiting, 
employcnciit of contract labourers or gLliciwlse as laid down 
in Clause (5) of para 122 of the judgment passed by the 
Apex Court tn case of Steel Authority of India [,td. vs 
National Union Water Front Workers published in 2001 111 
CLI1349SC. However+there was decision of Govci nniorl 
of India to prohibit employment of Contract feh(>ufcrs in 
the said works. Hence Authority filed SViil Petition in 
Hon^ble DeIhi High Court In thtil HonIc I>l; liii 11 ig)t Court 
while deciding Writ Petition No.654Ci of 1999 by its order 
dated 22-11 -2001 ^ve the liberty to the parties to approacli 
the Central Government, in accordance with the law. foi' 
reconsideration ofthe matter on that point, in view ol'lhc 
subsequent decision of the Apex Court. Accordinti. lo the 
A uthor i t y con s iders ng th is suggest! on, rcpicscntat ion was 
made to the Government of India, relating Lo the wages 
payable to the Contract Labourers who in turn tndicalcd 
(hat, the circular dated 16-11-1999 relating to lIk wage?; 
payable to the contract labourers be treated as withdi uwti 
observing that, it had no power to make such 
recommendations tinder the provisions of the Contract 
Labour A ct and Cc ntral Ru Ics an d such type of i nstruct ion s 
were issued by the Under Secretary to the Govcmmenl of 
India, Ministry of Labour, New Diiilii lo the Gen era I 
Manager, Labour Commissioner, Delhi. On ibat Airport 
Employees Federation of India, Kcicala tiled ix:ltcrs l^ateni 
Appeal in Delhi Fligli Conrtagain.si the said jiidgmcnl and 
order dated 22-11 -2001 of the 1 lorrble Delhi I ligli Court 
which was numbcicd as JJV\ No. j30 of 2002 in CEW 
No.6540 of 1999. On thal, the Division Tlciith ofthe Delhi 
High Court passed an order dated 24-7-2002 observing 
that, there were no merits. According to AutlHn'it.ys Tribunal 
cannot decide whether the contract labour in any 
Establishment should be connnued/abolishcd or not. It is 
ofth^ 

decide said point. It is submirted that, this I ribunal has no 
jurisdiction and this Trihunal cannot decide whether 
employees working under cuntract labour can continue in 
the establishment ofthe Authority or not. According to 
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■ cni|-'ki>L^L^?p i]ivo(vi.'d in Oic mK'w'w-. ■-■ ljix' 

::m: i'k- fii)[dovOL:^ ^>(' llic Aulhoi liy tlit^y he 

I'nion [i is £:flrUi:riLlc:d iliiit. 

:-.i■ (he i ■ L.M 11]■(! I Cj 0vcrn me \il iiu \eii in t:kiii ctmLl y vl:i ninj[ 
id'Su^:u-)ri I ijt 1} ul iliL- ln^Ju^UiL^I JJispulu^ A^L. I'>47 :ind 
:\i(l li'.kcn dL-i^’isK)!) unK t^ri iJil- bn^is o|' Uk- of 

d:-. ni\AKm Ek-ndi oM loiTlIe RLUnbay 1 hgkt.'nuri iv.lkIl: j 
"■ I k IV 11 ii ij p 11 1 it: c> fi !fi h kI itn<] wji ]i ci^ 11 Tol I o ^ 

:!:-.^ ijrin i^LjniO f.dd cSinsn under Stelin^i I'.){1 j al'ihL- 
!:--Li.; nii L.]l E■?i.^|■.■Ll^lJs Ae[. ]^M7 di^os [iLit rcq^iirr? lo eo^^idLT 
.'.j-d ■.!JsL'rs L' [n TC jL\l. 

r".- So I'll diL- luisis: ol ihosL; viiul coiucmion-. ssc 
!.■ L-.■> d^.'uide [Ius is>ns- us O prcI iini n:^3y or lIS n n lu iii 

i- t:.!L; tsliiell YO^JS U' Uk' <olH ci1' tlic L(j>iu :is noil ]ie]p in 
jCk ki i Li ^ L be po'^vei m f 11 d s I n b'j n a 1 

1)^ As Jdi jLinsdieiiL'n of this I'riboriu) 5.-: LOrKviTK'd 

■■.■■_■ I [l. 1 is ihc SLibie^^tnnutLer^iriJ^e rul'ercnur? 

rdijLL^ iiiLSlLei oS die reterente is; 

"I. U bi'ilK !-il.e CLiiUiLict liet\vcen .Aiipnrt AL;(l'ori[y 
okTiidiiL iirul Lbe [i^sp^iuJcjili is o sbnm 

iLiid bo^^ns iiiid \i ;3 cumoiiilu^e U) JL'pnve ihe 

n orker.^ t os lie rued isl llie pe^ kinn rifbeudus uv lu kiblLj 
pe i r 11 ll 11 lm 11 \s'Li rk 11 let i o (' A iipo l 1 Autbor i l y id' I: kI i li ^ 

2 . ‘VViieiSieT die ^votker^ concerned in ihi; peEiiion 
should he declin ed us pennaneiU ^voikcrs oi'Aic pnri 
.\uLli(^ni_s' nl Indiii - 

y VAbni ui e die wul^lis Lind corisequeniiid fcx’iielJis lo 
be L?;!ld U^die s^-oikers ciutcerued lu die fJCUnon'''"' 

As per sLibjeti: iriuuer ill die reference, (lovcrnmenl 
of Irudii. Mini-^lrs LiibiTuc', Kesv [)elliL, dii'CLicJ ibis 
■]Vi buII. l 11 see ^v]u '[\-^i ^■■!i[i^riCT heLween Airpon AiidloriU 
-it-.j : :’S!! I^ cenniaeUir^i is shuriu bo^us iin^i 
■= .-..o.'.ijS;■::>■ ' M.:en'-e du: u^irkcr^^ eonccrtievS in tlic 
■■ \ -■ ->;o '■■ bni^ber employees ins-oKed in du; 

■ Ji-.s.s-j \:-: Cesbied pcrimiiieiiT employees ihf 
■.u!■■:^■i^v :i:^L UhVu< keiui-jU euu be ^iven to diem. Shi £is 
■. ... Mvy. i :T:.|ii;-r r -K'it.-d jo die referonee. is dx- subiect 
=■-.. :-.y..'.irJing t[:^!u-.v o1 ibu ciTiployoes involved in ibe 
. 1 .;- -.iAe'■■vi e .-re udi.ddedly workins; lorthti AniborVy. !n 
di=^ rcd reric:' ^ovciorsficnl of [ndkn. Mini.dry of 1 ..hour. 
■: I: V. i ' i i..._' i d 'T(/ re fj r see ub l; di s:t, c m pkvs ecu i -i' ike 

'i:Liei-u H ^ f-iL- v^!l!^H;d io {be c^-lilbljsllineru f dn- 

■ ■::' or I' > F ■: ■ > i iib i i! n=1 1 s no; inp ptwed cu dt n c 1 fi er 
-■■ ■ ■ ! ■::iLbuiL>i> njf d -r emp!L?yluenl of[lie earnkdvi: 

: :L rs .ind propt;*. js j 'resumed b> the .VmhorbyA 

i'bks Court is noi usktd lo Jeeido ^vheiher 

■ 'o^irueJ i :ii>i;nr be problhtieJ or (XhenCiie ii: d^e 

c s PI bh >h 1 nej d i>k 1 1 le .A ■. i E b orivy7 1 je 1 1 n itely ii i j. nc't [ie r 
preroMLiiive iif this I'rihUn'i^l nor s nh|^ti mrdu r '-fiiie 
1 eifreueo (o decide wherher ^oniruct hiboLir cyri fc^e used in 
Authority since ii not within jurisdiction o1 this 
knbimal to decide [\\M a»tl si ih not even :i>kcd by 


the L'.'entrol t!ju\irrn'i-, |-i : ■■ ■|■.l■■ IrilMiiJl u-- ^:^\i-k- :!i:n 
point. E^et'oi'e this i r: m-:. \Liiluiri!;L hi-- r.u^vd :Ik- 
quc.dinii of locns r^miud o: :i-.e{.knei ;i-.nei:t oi I -kIm. 1 .lOi^:!:' 
Mijiislry. Presuiiiii'o d' -: ^ eli'inl un\n !ii'il'i':i :i' k llii^ 
Tribunu! To decide wi.ek...: .-■luir-jt ijhourc.m :vi!-h\ o ■u 
A udlori[> ^vblcll did = ■■■. ^: l- I'us l:itn::i.i! lo deLide 
However, in my cok o^krs-.l i ieo ihe iiiKs-dr:! ^■■l i.^mi- 
oboliLioji of iabour Lorm i-:: :■:■ uKk^ioiuu lu iiioici fduHir 

in Authority is n{4 r.i::^:-.. o;- \.'e'i::.LA ... :: ■.^l■. 

tills 'I'nbumit [o Jcci^lr u : e'.!\' .jl^d'.d^iu iriii ::_i l.ihi'ur 
isjusi mid Iceol? 

2^) 'I'liceonkJike: .f.ix-At I'.Lip. \i.ilM-in i-. :'i.i; 
isuujdemcctiiiriifidly i^'. \ =.lV:i:i\!iv |■■:'lllki.■.. Mine.i ■= kA' 
LLiboiir, New IXdlii : .u 1= h.-^ n-.-iLOcr d i.-. \ Hu- 

denmJ ol'tlie l.'nio;! .-■ of dir .A.m/km i-i: u. 

llsere ^^us noinuienLil he'-. - . .. ■ ■.■i:i:i:c':: :j :e.i r n .■l uiioii 
eilher lo send die retei s i_L- e \ :Uir. fX>.uA's. .■; lU iu iiil o; 

l)ie AtUhoriA tbm.si.'k - .■! U'. isii'i:-. of hidii.oiLiil ni^p.ik-.- 
.Al^, ] 94? are noi f i- ■. -_■■ i.! k:':i' Ac 11 1 iil i (. . un i ^;oi':i: oi n A 
k^entrui CnJvcrniiicnL L^: ^.■■■!■.i i r lerei ce n- th :s I i .-■ .i i.il f or 
iliat i I ssc pti tise tke i ir.k . : I !■.■.■ I tun' hL- i ti jh C. 'Oil V. l-.icii 
is finncvedby [he I ikn:' ^'Lll!l i^-. buiicnxr.i n: nj:i;i in^jid 
nrdcr while tiuikin:; iv::eie.ke HtMi'ble ]>'mmoi: r■:k■rrcL1 
judgmeiiL of Apes Cn:iii .o Audi^u ix of tn.ii.i, o.Lye 
122 (t)(ai{2) purii h llml! ..'■■. y n.iiviii!'. leleicuce (d Uu- i'i\kv 
in Writ IX'tiiioii Nn.'-M" ^.-i' I non n-!O-20n: :ll^■iiv■ 

pneei.sety refci rii^^ pnr"i .!!■■' = i :o : Ii i imd pm n S \e':i I kM'bic 
High CViurt oMerlo r.wle .i ivl'-. rei'.ec n- 'Ik- t . iniorni nl 
hidia IbrsentliEig rej'creiwt^.'■.l-.l;’ I l ihijn.i! k’r Lun.idivMOi^n 
[' tie word I ng 0111 If i c ik x 1 1 ■■ c i > 

■■). '\Adxtker lliL' -iVml i t^et^'-cen A^iihni iry 

oV India and tik- :=.■^i■lH:JL■l:K cutUi'neun'n. i'' :i -l.iirii 
y11J boiiUs un-.1 i ^i i..iii'io.11 ■ 11ge n^ ,L'p i i ■-■ c dX' 
Workers CO lie Cl a l\l n; '.he netiLionoi luiu.i.r-n .i^.iil.ihle 
10 j’lcrnuinenl ^orK nu':'' r'-l .1 ii pon .An-l-.oi u id I in.|l^E 

2. Whellici' [tk' Oi'ik^-k- eoi'.t.enicd ii. the |k'i. iliLiii 
should be dce'iJicd .■.- |i: ■T.useik W\jikelk or' A!: pi-iii 
Anthorily ok [lulk.’.' 

3. WluLl ai e ttie -..l -. .i::d LOili^LkjLk-iilkd b;.M:j:ils lo 
be piiid Lti the wn: .^c:s ^ otK -. iiiL Ll n-. :lic n. n:i:ii-. '" 

[u the -^aid o. -'ie: ■!: i i iii'.xt t ■: s- \ ■ i-.-: :.cce. i ilie 
posihon oP jppr^ y-i -. s: ■■'■.i^ l-. .o-. .::s :f.i. s'.ii:i.il 
CArveminem which .- , ^l k^ ov ' ■'i'.-. Ikr-.- u ilus 
jiiocltiirc The trt'-c us ids ..:■■■, -k. Cri::o. Aic-iiii io 

cansmt cliLirmec tn^ ■!..= \ ■ :!'=:-..Lki!::. isi'iix've ^d 

f iotdOh'}ri^h C'ri'.u L-pk:^ -- rue l-..-.:: J.. := ^.■f-■len■.k luL.-^ 
no mcrirnfig. Wordiu; '.c . -. k! ■.■•. kuJ. b\-'di I:.!!! 

agreed for i5nprL>^ vi.u-: ..-. n'.'iu :k she i - ritMl 
Government 'Vi' ......r,:: -; r -iei jocc (m lOi .nooilkr 

piLipO&C lieskb.-H, ' inio '■:■ ! i!=-ik'u-T-. i. d : .'iLb=: ' vp: [iW 
poims open 

"Ail contcntiiM::- i'li- lmc kept open ki lx- 

agiiuied before ilu :'’iiLu-.:ikLl t rjluriiiil ' 
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That means, all points which are connEctcd with the subject 
matter of the Inference are kept open by the Ron'ble High 
Court aod on the basis of that Authority has challenged 
the decision oflhe tlon’ble High Court before this Tribunal 
of making reference. But Authority cannot challenge the 
decision of Hon’ble High Court of making of reference to 
the Tribunal before ibis Tribunal. If ai ail the Authoriiy 
was not happy with the order of the Hon^ble High Couri, it 
ought to have approached the superior Court on the 
deci s ion of mak ing reference by the H on^b le H igh Court to 
this Tribuoai. But according to me Authoriiy has decided 
to challenge said which in my opinion is estopped or cannot 
ask this Tribunal to decide the decision of the Hon'ble 
High Court in asking Centra! Government to make a 
reference to this Tribunal So on that count this Court 
cannot make any comment about decision ofTefercnct and 
it can not set aside and the subject maLLer sent by the 
GovcmmeiiT of India, MinisEty of Labour, New Delhi. 
Another point raised by the Authority thaf Central 
Government did not apply its mind which was expected 
under Section 10 of the tnduslriat Disputes Act, 1947 to 
make a rcferenccr k is also contend^ by the Aulhority 
thatn Union cannot directly approach to High Court and 
pray to make a reference as happened in this case and cited 
decision of Gujarat Etectricity Board vs. Hind Ma^door 
Sabha rqiorted in 1995(87) FJRp.267SC where reference 
was made onTh^ joint application of the parties. Authority 
contended that, tin ion directly cannot approach Hon'ble 
High Court and pray to Eoako a reference which is not just 
and proper According Eu Authority Union cannot raise 
for Ihe first time dispute directly in High Court under Article 
136 of the Consiiintion of India and Hon'ble High Court 
cannot send it unless provisions of Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 are followed. Again here when Hon'ble High 
Court has decided to make a reference and when Central 
Ciovemment, Labour Ministry, New Delhi, has made It in 
my considered viewrthis Tribunal cannot go into thal aspect 
and consider the question raised by the AulKority about 
making reference by Central Government as per the 
directions of the Hon^ble High Court. I fat all Authority 
was not happy with the decision oflhe Hon^blc High Court 
or decision taken by Central Government of making 
reference, it ought to have approached Apex Court as 
happened tn ihecase of Gujarat Electricity Hoard vs. Hind 
Ma^door Sabha (supra). Definitely order passed by the 
Hnn^ble High Court is binding to all. k me^n That, by that, 
this Tribunal cannot consider the grievances ot the 
Auihority on this point and cannot quash and set aside 
the reference on that ground alone. According to me 
reference sent by the Govermnent of India, Ministry of 
Labour^ New Delhi, under direct ions given by the Hon'ble 
High Court when is not disturbed by ary of the orders of 
the Superior Court of the Hon'Mc High Court, I have to 
observe that, reference is maintainable in the present fomt 
and not bad in law. 


Authority has challenged the reference^n number 
of other gfontids including on ground that+ Union ha?; no 
proper representation. The reference does not wpmply ^vitli 
the provisions of Section 10(1) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947. According to Authority, reference is nnnojit. 
Dispute is not between the Authoriiy and its etnpitsyccs 
which is expected as per Section 2{k) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. According to Authority Section 2(k] 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 covers disputes or 
differences between employers and employers, t)r between 
employers and workme^^ or betwccri workmen and 
workmeUi which is connected with the employment or non- 
employment or The terms of the employment or with the 
conditions of labour of any person. According to me If wo 
read the definition of Section 2{K) it reveals IhaL 

^'Section 3[k): ^'Industrial Dispute'' means, any 
dispute or difference between employers & 
employers, or belwcen employers and workmen., or 
between workmen and workmen, which Is connected 
with the employmenr or non-cmploymem or the icnin^ 
of employment or with the condiiions of labour. o1 
any person. 

No doubt 1st portion of the definition covers any dispun: 
or differences‘between employers and employers, or 
between employers and workmen or bet'A-een workmen and 
workmen. It is nowhere stated that, dispute musE be 
between employer and its workmen as tried to convitico by 
the I Et Party's Advocate Mr, Patil On number of occasions 
Ld. A dvocale for A ulhorlty VI r. Pati 1 re ferred thi s def:n iii tm 
Section 2(k) of Tht5 Industrial Disputes Acl, 1947 a no 
submitted that since it is not a dispute between the 
Auihority and its Workmen or it is not supported b^ the 
workmen oflhe Authority it cannot be called as iiidu>ural 
dispute. Even in Written Staicmeni he spent number o\' 
pages on tt saying thaf since it is not a dispute bcluccr^ 
the Authority and its workmen, it cannot be called industriai 
dispute under Section 2{k) ofthe Industrial Dispute'; Acr 
1947. But according to me last portion of the defliiLtinis 
which Ls important and which reveals that, dispulc inusl bo 
of employer and its workmen. At the cost rcpciition lusi 
portion of the definition which is tonnccled w ith (lie 
employment or non^employmeru or Ehe terms of the 
employment or wilh the conditions of labour of any pci'ison. 
At the most Union has to show- that employ ccj; invo feed in 
the reference are covered under the definition of cm[>loycc. 
The evidencCxbrougbi on rvttud and stand taken levcak 
that, employees involved in reference arc working with die 
First Party. No doubt Authority is denying their stams us 
ils employees. But admittedly they arc woi kinu (or 
Authoriiy is fact. Nature of their relation will be decided 
in due course. Besides admiit(;dly employees jpi [bo 
reference are working for ilie 1st Party. Authority i.^ not 
disputing it and admitting that, they arc working iVi^ 
authoriiy buL as contract workers. E?uL Ihe fact is 
that, they arc working for the Authoriiy. tl is the case 


5340- 


THH CiA/I-:TI L 01' JNDTA : SFP TT’.MRFR ADEtA 


of the ALthorir> ihcy are working Dirou^h 

Contraclors. [[oirble Cuurt diretteJ the Ct^niijil 
Govemmeiu to send (he refetenee to TiibrniLs! IW 
adjudication asking this Triljunal to ijcL'ido, '"whetiicr 
contract bcm'een the Airport Anthorit> orindiL'^ and the 
Respondents Contractors is sh-^ni and ?" r:^\Th or> 
the point of, dcsignaiion o^ "'Rc^ip-miJents-rontriiCTors’' 
Ld. Advocate tor the AuLhoi tiy suhenit Coniriscinrs 
arc not made party in the reference :n^,' yssuch reicjence is 
bad for non'joinder of necessary parry. Fly) -v is iiv.p-rTLLmi 
to note lha(, Hon'ble lli^h Court has asked Centia! 
Government to make reference using word -regurding 
contract botwocu Respondents-Contraetors and 
AuthorLi>'k In the reference fhore is no sla(Lis lo ;iny p^^rty 
as respondents as ^^'orded in the inference. In [he rcfererjcc 
(here is a)aTiis to the parties a‘^ I si Party and the 2nd Ehaty. 
So if we apply Lhe analogy pointed out hy the AuLhoniies 
Advocate that, Rcspondent^/Co(U^ac(ofs are run made 
party in the reference has nomcaninu^ ns it is A01 cvpcc'iL'd 
by Hon’bk Hi^h (’ntirt (o make Contractors a? puny in the 
reference since thev were already rcspondcm io kkVit 
Petition No, 27^ of2(){}(). [Resides it is riot the ease of [he 
Authority (hat there vA-cr^ no contractors as a party in the 
Writ Petition and Elon''blc High Court asked tl:o CuiUral 
Covernnieiit to make a reference regarding that crintraci 
which Union claim as sham, bogus and uumoufloge. This 
Court has to dor ide [>n]y \^hethci- die said eoiitiacis. Id eh 
are referred rn the rclesenco and which ivcre helhi-\:- ihr 
|{on'blel{ighCoorl in Writ Pctiiion No. 27^ ol'^OOn ^\bl!e 
making rel’crericc is sliUTn arid bogus? 

,in. AuthoriU lias made much capiuil it\'the proper 
l eprcstniaMLin by (he menibocs of the Union for iniiktrm 
reference relying on ciuit ions published in t9^jl 1] [.f.l poge 
436 SC while deciding tbc case of HomNn Uiiimi of 
Journatists v.\. T'bc -E-lindu"' liombay. lie also rcFcrs lo the 
citation published in I ILJ page ."iOO SC in ease uf 
Workman of Dim^kLithi Tea v.v. Ditnakiich Tc^i }:.s[:iie 
andciiniioJi publisticd in 1^70 ]l LLJ page t32 5iC nl' 
Workmen of Indian l-.vprcs.s Newspaper P>^t. Ltd. e.v lhe 
Manngcineiii of Indian JC\presfi Newspaper tAt li.l :is 
well LIS citatioTL piihb?.he(1 m [ I d.J page hi c:J^c oJ' 
Neltai Cotton MilK rs t.aboLir Coun,. VRidtirak E k' iii'-o 
retbrred eitaions publistied m 2005 Tl IdJ p:igc of 
G uwahatj E1 1 gh C’uurt in dccid itsg fndinin (.>i U hirp Ltd. vv 
C.G.T.J.GuwaJiali and eitai ion published in I'-)?? 1.1 .J [>..w7 
in deciding tia.Ht of Na<u™i Asphah Products Coiisi nation 
Ckvv.r. N.M Ki>ih:iri li'alMbes^ cilationMic ^iiecifi'.y.Lird 
stick h laii.! on die miiv.i'erofciuplovees ^^iMk.li i>r.'\|.-:i.'(.Ted 
to Sbuppuri i(> espouse ihe cli'kc io count tor to nuke a 
reference or lo the rL-solunon so make i cfcicnce i-:.- 
at e oti the metnlic rs) i i [i o f t he U o ion. I b en ii o a n; po ■ v i s i.. o 
iS pointed ouL of Industrial Dispute, 1947 to snow Eu-w 
mijch numbers of members are rettuired to ru,s,^ s:-.-:h 
resolution wliich is legal anJ j'.ist wliiuh permits ilu-: .i^on 
m niLike retbi eMLe. 1 kie eEnp'Oyces who ar; invoivtd in (he 
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reference says that. Lhc} are Ltie tiiembers of the Lin ion. It 
i.s to be noted thal their si it ns w iiOE challenged by the 
Author LTV saying that, Un.^y Lire n[>t in embers of the Union 
and when Lfnion represents ibent one has to lake il m tlie 
liberal w'jy to say (hal. ihey have power to psk the Union 
to fight for tliem thc> Lice o! weaker section, '['he 
Authority has not sluw-. n any prnvifsion where ^ipetifit 
number of the members of tbe union is oupcctcd which 
required to suppoil i^' siu:ii a resolution tu make a reference. 
Casefi referred by tfic Aolhorlty's Advocolc ;4hows tliLit, 
even a iriember of the t iniim can even make rcjcrcnce as 
happened in case of V^ orkmcn tif Indian press. 1970 11 
LLJ page 132 ()37i St' there no specific nuciiber i^i 
required lo support the rcv4=.!llon empowering the Lhiidn 
to make reference. .AccivLh^'-v. to me for w™ of sup port of 
ptarticuliT nuiiibes- of woikoicn members ofihc 1 iihon, ihi: 
LJnion can not be rii.-^iiiiiiud in espousing the cauic and 
make a reference. 

3 1. On the bLisi.' lu'die length^- pleadings of tiotJi 
Land on (he streitgth ofat'-pliLation given by tst Puny daied 
5-2-2008 issues wltiLh t^erc I'rLimed ai l:\fiibit 65 were 
recast ed atb^hibitSl. WiLb nuntber of content ions of the. 
1st Parly it has takun is-Mumiion that, this ReferenLc is not 
mai ntai nabl e s in l e th i t r ib ni u Hi Li.<; no j u ri i^d iction. I nstciid 
ol’framing separate ls^■.Je '.tn tluii on each count E tiamed 
iisue in the lb I low-mg Ibj-m ■^^hK■h reads as follows. 

’’Is reference [r±d in 

tvhich will eover riiibnNiinLibi I ny of the lelcicnce as 
\^ie 11 a.s j uri ids et ion {i 1 1 h i ^ E r i h i )rial ovc r t he suli i ecl-mal ter. 
As this Issue goe.s tii ilte roei [ti'lfcie case it is taken first for 
decision and d^sctls^il^n. Si> [ Linswer tltis issue iivihc 
affirmative. 

ISSUE No. I: 

32) 'I’Jte total woik tbi ce employed by tlu 1st E^ariy- 
employer etimpan;^ coii^wL^ of furmaneiu emplovccs. 
casual w^irkers jud coetTLKt \voikers details o[ tlte 
concerned workmen hjvo iu'L’r. set out in list yiine?c.ed. at 
Annexure L with Ihc p-iC’.enl reference i.u. numbering to 
20 - 9 ' 12“ 4 [ arc workijig res poet iveK Lire ’ivocking in the 
Cargo C otTsp k \ t rn pc- k W ;i re 11 o u . C on v e^ or Re I ( llii d 
R lec rri c a [ M ai nl en tin i: c. t J n( o f 11 ic ■^e wo rk i ueri 2 0 w (>rk i nen 
U.C- l.oiidcrs) uro Lkang tiie -LVork of loading and uiilondmg 
of Cargo w-ho :ico i.oMed Lf^ Oisuo) l.ooders and the 
reuiain 111 g viorkmen eA 'i;. 1 11 hc tirsi ninc ;u e enipIoyed a 
Conveyer [5elt Op'-i :ii iin! .vid MLiimenirneo wtukeris iH 
Tcnniiial lA and ihe rc'i of 12 lltc employed iit '['cninital !E- 
\\ and they are tloingil'e uu onnootion wilh eledrlcal 
iTiaintenyiiee at l.livioi-.m \ X ]] .^i pre.-Lcnt l>i\ ision Ll on]>- 
is iti CAistencc- Ttic Jcill:!s of tbe^ic w(.)i k[iieii Liri; set out in 
dekisl [he listiiwkedal Aonjyt:re-l annexed to the StaiCMieni 
of Claim. The work wh:cli ilie Loncenicd workmen are 
carrying out is (he wikA of re^uiac, peirmariciit otid 
perennial nature. I in: v^ovk which a3l the eoncerned 
woikutun are eln^ii.g out b llie work pertaining to the 
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intergral paitofthe divides of the 1st Party, Th^ 

duties carried out by the coucemed workrrtcn are of such a 
nature that the same have never been severable from the 
main activities carried out by the employer at various 
Airports in India, including ihe present location in Mumbai. 
The Mumbai Airport is flic largest Airport in India having 
domestic lemuna) at Santaent^ and friternational Terminal 
at Sahar^ Mumbai, The services rendered by the workmen, 
hrrespective of their categories, are of most important nature 
because of the continuous and constant flow of pas$engers 
and cargo using the Airport facilities- As fkr as inlemationaJ 
passengers are concerned, the nature of duties entrusted 
to all the workmen p including the workers concetnedp is of 
vital importance, as the international passengers cany on 
impression about our country based on their viewi of the 
Airports. The domestic terminal budding has two terminals, 
As far as Terminal LA is concerned the flights of Indian 
Airlines and Alliance Air take off and land therefrom 
where^ fr cm The other terminal which is krwwn as Terminal 
IB, the flights of Jet Airways, Sahara Airways^ etc. i.e. 
private Airlines take off nnd land. As far as the activities of 
the 1 St Party employer j/respective of localions where the 
workmen concerned are working, are concerned the same 
are interconnected and inter-linked with each other. There 
is integrality of activities and the nature of duties performed 
by alt the workmen irrespecUve of their status viz, 
permanent, Casual^ temporaty, contract labourers etc, 
cannot be separated from each other. 

33, The 2nd Party Union further Bubmitttd that, as 
far as 20 workmen employed ai Cargp Complex & Import 
Watchause are coricemed there is no contract since 1st 
January, 1993 These workmen are called as Departmental 
workmen. Their designation is Loarders They are called as 
I>epartmcntal Casual Loaders'. These workmen have been 
employed at Import Ware House and Cargo Complex and 
they are be ing paid wages departmental ly, from 1 st January, 
1993. Though their dates of appointments join ing areAvere 
prior to 1 st January, 1993, they are being paid their wages 
departmentally with effect from 1st January, 1993 In terms 
of the orders passed by the Division Bench ofthe Hon'blc 
Bombay High Court on jrd May* 1991 in Writ Petition Mo 
1494 of I99K. Such directions were given by The Division 
Bench of the Hon'ble High Court on 3rd May. 1991, The 
Cargo complex at Mumbai was commissioned on 13th May, 
1977 1st Parly, Ihc Authority, is the custodian of all 
imported goods and they have farther appointed Air India 
as their ground handling Agents at the Air Cargo Complex. 
All the imported goods are received by Air India General 
Handling Agency i e. (GllA) from the carriers for 
warehousing wilh them. The days old uncleared cargo is 
thereafter transferred to the heavy cargo warehouse of the 
Authority and ifnporr warehouses ofthe Authoniy. The 
latter is siluated at the distance of t 30 kms. Approximately. 
Only the normal cargo, inculding the perishable Imports, 
hazardous goods and sirong items arc subsequently 
transferred to Air India (GHA). All commercial air cargo 
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Sighing less than IOD kga and which is lying unckared'at 
the Air India (GHA) warehouse for inore than lOxhys is 
transferred from Cargo Terminal to the I si Party - 
AutborUy's Import warehouse for further handling 
departmcntally. Similarly^ all commercial import cargo 
weighing more dun 100 kgs and lying uniceared for more 
than 14 days anne transferred from Air India (GllA) to the 
Authority's new heavy cargo shed. Union frjrther submitted 
that at the Itnpon Warehouse the Authority has employed 
20 workers as loaders who are directly employed under the 
Authority, employer, as permanent workmen apart from 
managerial, supervisory and clerical staff. The concerned 
workmen have been colloquially levelled and called a^ 
cofitract workers used to perform the same, similar and 
identical duties, side by side along with the permanent 
loaders and the nature of work performed by both these 
gets of workmen was abaolutely the same. I’be Cargo 
operationsat Mumbai Airport include handling of import 
cargo, export cargo, passenger baggages, ware-house, 
auction of goods etc. and the imported cargo is broad^ 
divided into Heavy Cargo int. packages weiring more than 
100 kg^ and bght cargo below it and is accordingly shifted 
to heavy flight cargo sheds where parties and agents come 
aiuj claim their goods. Operations of the loaders at these 
import light cargo sheds include receiving the goods, 
Etacking/anrangingthern on racks and forwaidingthe cargo 
and to give deliveiy io the claimants. It is submilted by the 
Union that, the wortc of loading the light cargo sheds was 
carried out by around 120 workmen L.e. permanent loaders 
of Air India, Prior to I5th November^ 2002 Import Light 
Cargo not claimed by the parties/agents from the sheds for 
more than ID days was shifted by ihe Authority for further 
handling to the import house which work was carried oul 
by 20 permanent loaders and 21 » called contract loaders 
of th^ Authority. These 4i loaders received the 10 days 
old cargo from Air India at the Import Warehouse, stacked 
them on racks according to their location, fcnwajided the 
cargo and gave delivery to the claimants. After 45 days 
these goods are taken for auctioning when these loaders 
tmnsfer the goods to another floor and process them for 
the same. The work of handling 10 days old light cargo was 
initially performed by 20 permanent loaders directly 
employed by the Authority, li is frirther submiaed by the 
Union that, due to increase in volutne^of cargo and the 
resultant increase tn the woik of losing and related 
handling work, the I st Party employer herein I.e. Atrthority 
commissioned appolotmenl of 16 extra loaders in 1986. 
However, instead of appointing permanent loaders the 
Authority appointed 26 contract workers to work aloogwilh 
the regul^ir loaders in the operations. From Ist November, 
2002 Authority look over the ground handling work of 22 
AerJines front A fr India. Thii& Aitthority 
Shed and light cargo Shed in the Cargp Complex for ground 
handl ing cargo of these 22 A irl incs. However, the work of 
import light cargo which was carried out by 120 permanent 
workmen/loaders of Air India is now being contracted out 
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by rhe Authority (presently on ^ icmfuu.r. 

conlractii) to M-'i. Ojnega Ljitt;rpri^e<^. who riLi^ pit■-;■■■.:■;! 

about 120 contract uoikcri to cllitv out lUn sLiid 
However,, from tsiNovornbci , ihc I>i1 
has not shifted 10 dii\s old )jd>[ c?ir^.(i to - 

As a result thereof ^0 loaders empEoyeu by ihe Aii1li-: -r il'-. 
for shi nine and fun her hiindhn^ .ti ihc i report ^^orvhii'.i=.c 
have been artiliLuilly dispirited tWin^ tlicir \^\iik 1 h.i.i.i 
submitted thut. thoiich the pennanojii loaders mLnnb-ji-ir: .- 
20 have been shifted to do oilier wor^:. they rocown roe:-' 
vvagej;, etc. at inucJi higher rates than the v^'orkmen i.e -h.- 
concerned loaders. A|> men tinned lnjTcinnbove 40 hiui'::;:-! 
employed by the Authority h^lvc been artiMdalb di'p:.u .-d 
from Their work, k is submitted by ihe fftdon thnt. r!-.i - i- 
lotal ly artificial situalion cre^ned b> the i si kjity einp k ly.::- 
wirh malafidc intent ions and \v\X\\ a view- tu L;ie;ae ]^lei^.■ 
paper records agaicist the conceinicct workmen, ft js 
submitted by the Union that, the Anthoniy i:h:ii-:r.y\! 
its policy and iniiead ofuanslerTinL; unL-hiimed linln e.iivji- 
goods lying jr garage for 10 duvs to th-c W arc ho ns c he 
ftirthcr handling since November, 2002. ihe Linekiine.j 
goods arc kepL in the liglii cargo Shed it.se If for an unlinftt. d 
period and instead otA]s:signing il’.e ^vork of light L■.lrg^s 
handling lo the Insiders ^^1 ready tin ployed by the .■■\ai Imi ii-- 
it hits temporarily contracted out Ihe \sork of 30 du;--A 
contract to one M s. Omegn rmerpriscs an<1 I Of) conti'.ivi 
^vorkmenhave been eTnpk>yed X^^ uarr"]^' out. ihese d:j![e-: in' 
permanent nacunj. On ilic tahcT liiind 20 pcmuncnl nrkiji.'ii 
and 20 concerned workmen have been dcliber.ue!^ 
deprieved of rhei r work through 1 h ese i t lego!, o r h i t r a n :;:: ^ l 
unjustified chuniio.H in ihc service condhions and lhiv: 
been done with mala fide I mem ions, to defeLiL their rkum mr 
permanency. 1 he nature of dutie^^ carried oui bv L eni cnied 
workmen is essential an J the work of loading and unto-U ing 
carried out by ihe^e w'orkrnen is an mtegia! pjrtnftlie d;w - 
to-day activities; of (he .Authoriry. AuthnriL> pro-h ides 
Trolleys and sueh 01 her c^jnipmcnt.s which arc required for 
carrying uui the duties by the concerned w'orkniem tJiei: 
attendance is marked by tin? .Authority and the ml:^lC^- 
rolls, which arc primed mi the name of "Air fk>rt Amhoriiy 
of India”' are m the poisession uf the Auihoriu- It is ciho 
submitted by the L^nion that Assistant C'aiiio Manager 
Shri Chhada ofthc Authorily supervise (he work iind oonirol 
the concerned workmen and in ihe mattei' of leave or leaving 
early they report to the said Asiiiitam Cargo Manager Shri 
Chhada, Authority'a No issues entry ponses to the said 
concerned workmen wl^ich Jic valid fnr one year, rrom 
November, \ Auchority hdii bccci deducting the pcoirident 
fund Contributions nf the coi^ccrneri workmen under llic 
heading and there no cunfructor iii atl in ri^peci of 

k>ading and unlftinling LtciivLiie^i ean ied out by i1ie 20 woi kioeo 
Concerned in the present nefereoet. Ii is; fi^ithcT hy 

the Union that,! here rire permanent wiorkrnen employed by ilic 
Aiithority for doing tlie iame. sintiEar and identical work iind 
they are getting much hi^cr wages utider v'itrioLis ^'ttleiuer-.ts 
The w-ages, allowances and other lermi and eondition.s ol'chc 


permanem w-orknicn uiv r." isl>! psiiodic:ill> .uu: (lv> jiv 
getting nil the smtmoiy h=.i..-.!i- mkIi ,\< honii-. li.R 
P.F, leave facilities, iw isi- :: :ri wol- etc well hn Kiiic 
"V' [T.A..U.f’ :\. vw l■■!::l:^ i’-nut .ilKw^iuiLV-^ 1 iu- 
permanent ^^-orkineii ar-: ^l^■^ln!■. [he vhi^ck (.--f hijdnj 

and on londiog [ike the ^ i w- 'i l-.iue;! cojiCL'i rKd i n the pi c-.cm 
rolercnce. Tfciey are geftiiu.- v.-jL-es ^ n tiine>. miTe ■ii:i!i lin- 
fircscjit set ol'woi'knivci. 'A: coocemed ^Mvkmvii .ne 

gclthig ^vagesnl the niO: .<1 iv^ i ^.''.."■0 pct tki^ Limi y.'t c:i-c 
ofabs^entcoi.^m their w.:L'.e^ .i.e if. ^I.u tcii .md :iiuiii-.esi 
the ef)nc4?nied workmci^ '■i.-oli'- it! 0 -.[ ^VLirkniou Shri ■\-.hHV-. 
SaiiAin who is work mg t'o.- mn' haul- iIaso l7>eors.:Mvl ihc 
Junior workman Shn ^ E. i ? I kiti:e w hoi ^ workuiy >uicc I.L.^l 
nroLind 12 years both oi :h:':-i :.k- jciiiog wLige.-n jt i!ic ni'.c 
of \is. 132.20 per da>. It l^ tcithc] siibmitted tw the 1 iuloo 
that, ih c se rv ices n i' 1 ti e ^ i. 1 11 : i r1 1 c 1 1 w t o i: lo u i c c^sC lu i i 1 1 

and c[»ntSnuing nLittiro h.i-. 'm m uccepied lliu! odii-iii-cd lw 
ihc Dy. General Mamig-.T it' lO m hi> luuer dated noth 
t-ebruaiy, In the ■’.uO R :k'i- u inter liIiu smicd, ■ fn 
.=;h{)rl. these e^nilracr kihen.'. .-.'c i’n nwilling lULi^h ik-clIclI 

.^ci'tices jnConing Lipu aii .-iLre^ised L.-Li Li<Kj|\r:uioiK. ' 

[( is submitted by the I 'f^iU ihnt Amtioritt m:iini.viu 
records in respeci u 1'einnk'' ^ inciu o:'i lie cniwenic;t^rknlei i 
including poynieni vtuscliv-: ft icc notes. h\\ nic^^jgv-. ■:''l 

AssUmnt L’iirgo ManuiJiT i.ic i ic Slil'Ii reLiTiis ckMi lv 
retlect ihanheconLern^jii 20’.\ -.:v!:meii ai edniug ihc wotw 
ofpormyitenl. rcgiilMr nn-d ;V:\ niii.i! ivimre :w ilie kuuiei -- 
in Cargo Hiiiidling and l lu. :'.- : ^ i .= i iii 1 rL Evnee lU d I h^-lw l-lm 
their work and the woll^ = : tl:c perLr.nneiil v. nrkciieii ^l^ f.ji 
as the present .“lel of 2:) :,-:uci^ me cnMLei ned who :i-e 

employed as t .oaders nand : i l- ■.-.il 'l-. I .k ik’pui imei'.Kil I(.>ulIci > 
T'here is no coiui'actor .imI vk- veiieernL-d ^^inkinen mv 
directly w=orki(Lg as uiitky the 'dcpariiueni.i! 

loaders" an d they are er t il! ■: ■: i ^ tli c he nc fti? o f perr i lu 11 c 11 1 \ 
iVnm the date they compij^u: e^MuinLums employ mem 
240 day,s and the action o: i.._ Auikniruy m mu givmg ihc 
status, beneiits and priv ii-..!.'.L --. lU'per iii.uictiL ■H-iOrkiiien lo 
the concerned workmen :.l-. Uepuit^iciUaf iiKuk'is cksirit 
amount to unfair labour p’ iLCJ'.Vn under [terns n.Ki .uvt 1 ' 
of l-ifth Sclicdnic, read :tli ^cctbui 2 f^iK'-ftlie [ndusLi iLii 
nispiJtes Actj 1947. It i.-, f-iidicr Mdnniiied by ihe UiLinn 
Ihat, the concerned wotkineu .uc eusitlcd (o tlie relief tU 
permanency and oilier Chiri:-.^' |:ien:i.d 

.Tl. [nthisrcferep.ee ■ mum cliaftengc-d die sluui^ nf 
the C(Ui[!factors imd ihe.;- ^.y-iunneiie.ss elijimuig lIull. 
uckiaHy there were no c^■■n::■.lc[.^ -md ctuUracdU'n sIjiOMi 
on record by the .A.itlu-rii^ urc chum, bt^gt;:; Lir.d 
c^rnoiinage. .-VctuLills iIipi l ■:’.:k :ni TL.ile plineLl b^ die 
contractor. Accordineuj t n:0i' employees unoKcv! m liu- 
rel'ercnte were dircclK oh.Il-i liu- ciiiurnl ^Jl'tlle Auilnu itv 
and the oflicens ni'ihe A.ilhiirii}. \Kre supervising then- 
w-orh, marking thei r [>re.>e 11 : v .i■ kl nuKing ihc pny pii eiu On l_v 
lIicv used cun tractors whin .■.r-..- namcdeikled h_v mukluii 
paper arraugecnenlju.sE (o li.pnw rix' workers logel u aets 
at par wi i h the w ages o f p c :.-1 =: 111 im L w rk c r ^ work i ug < j) 1 l tl c 
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same posl. Even Central GovemmefiT, Labour Ministry by 
making reference asked this Court to decide v^hether said 
contractor mentioned by the Union in Writ Petition t^ere 
sham, ba^us and camouflage and ^ere utihTcd by (he 
Authority'just to deprive the i^orkcrs involved in the 
reference of benefits available to permanent workmenV 
Againsi [hat, case of the Aulhority is that, they ^vere reai 
contraclors, worker involved in the reference were working 
there thaugb said contractors upto 1992 and conlractors 
like M/s, VLjay & Co., M/s.Girija Enlerprises, M/s, Sakpul 
Bros,. M/s. JAC Enterprises, etc. were in picture. AAer 
protection was given by the Hon'ble High Court these 
workers were continued and no contractors came in picttire 
as they did not want to continue the wodters involved in 
the reference as their employees. 

jj. In this scenario we have to see whether actually 
there were contractors as alleged by the Authority or there 
were no contractors and contract as shown on record is 
just paper arrangement and whcLher are bogus, shair, 
camoflage and name-lcndedV In that respect Authority has 
produced numberofdocument;! with Exhibit M-l I fc so show 
that. Besides Authorify has produced original docuinents 
wUh list al Exhibit M-a% at Serial No.2, which is an agreement 
between M/s. Gannon Dunkerky ^ Co. Ltd. and Aulhority 
for th^ year 2000-0L correspondence made with the said 
Company and contract with the said Company forexicnsion 
of contracr and copy of conditions of contract. Besides 
that Authority has produced agreement ot 2002-03 between. 
M/s. Dclile Enterprises with the Authority and 
correspondence made by it. Authority has also produced 
copy of conditions of contract- Thtsc are the documents 
produced by the Authority to show that there were actual 
contractor? and the employees involved in the reference 
were workmgthrough these Contractors. Said is denied by 
the Union, [n these premises burden is on the Authority to 
show thatj actually there were real contracts and they were 
iH>t only name-letided but actually were working on the 
field and were get doing work of the contractors trom theiie 
persons. Fn that respect no specific case is made out by Ehe 
Authority. It is staled that. M/s. Dctite Enterprises, M/^. 
Gannon Dunkerley & Co, were the contractors. It is not (he 
case of the Authority that particular persons were looking 
after the work of these particular contractors by visiting 
Airport and by siipervIsing the work:. In that respect if we 
go through the evidence of the Authority we t1nd. 
Authority has led evidence of Shri Shetti Rajnikanth at 
Exhibit M-1/99. This fellow in the cross, about the comract 
stales that* he has not verified whether M/s. Gannon 
Dunkerley &. Co. and M/s. Deliie Engineers were having 
valid licences. He admits that, documenis produced in the 
present proceedings did not reflect about any licences of 
M/s. Gannort Dunierley&Co. andM/s Dehte Enterprises 
He states that, for making payments contractor was laklriF, 
measurem^ts. He admits that no such measurejnenr sheet 
is produced to show that, measurement wy^ uk^o by the 


contractor for making payment to the contract workers. He 
admits tliat, measurement book Is not prepared shifr-wisc. 
Ife states that no pertnanent workman work at the Terminal 
IA Conveyor Bell Syslcm According to him entire work is 
carried out by these 9 workers involved in the reference. 
Kc also admits that, even 6 permancnl workers work with 
these 9 workers on l etminai 1A He states that, he has seen 
M/s. Gannon Dunkerleys and M/s. Debtc Entci-ptises 
working on the premises of the Authority. Me also states 
that, he contact contractors about work. He also states 
that. M/s. Gannon Dunkcricy were the contractors at 
Terminal lA where 9 workers involved in the reference were 
working. He admits thaf though there was change in 
coni factors services of the said 9 workers involved in the 
reference were continued- He states that, he has to instruci 
Supervisors or ccintractors to look afier work of their 
workers. He admitg that, the supervisor attended General 
Shift. He states Ihm said work is required to ailcnd 
throughout (he year. He admits that, he hasnu evidence U> 
show that Sequeira,Enterprises arc specia[i?j?d Agency in 
that field He admits that, Authority has no documents to 
show that workers involved in the reference were 
supervised by their respective contractors. I Icadmllsthai, 
work of Con vcyor Belt System never slops. 11 e admi is that. 
he has no personal knowledge about tenders since the 
said subject does not come under his purview. He .slalcs 
that, he is aware of the number of the coniraci^i after his 
joining. He admits that, contract is given for work oT 
Temfiinal IA as well as other work. He state.'^thal, he never 
signs any contract. Ho admits that, he never gave any 
instruct ions to the eonlraclors. He states thal^ generally 
conit^ct is given to one company al a time. He admits that, 
there is no documentary evidence which classifies the work 
of ihe Authority which is of perennial nature and which i? 
not of perennial nature. Then witness examined by 
Management is Mr, Kan war Kumar Mehata at Exhibil M-]/ 
101 who in the cross, this witness states that, he speaks 
about loaders working in Cargo Departmeni, He states that 
there was contract upto December, 1992 for loaders for 
loading and unloading, in between Authority and those 
contractors. He admits that, thereafter there was Contractor 
from 1992- He stated that, initially 22 airlines were utilizing 
that facility. Now there Is increase in the airlines who 
wants thai facility. He admits that Umega Enterprises 
is the contractor |for loading and unloading and 20 
loaders involved in [he reference does not belong to 
Omega EnterprUcs. He admits that, slaff of the 
Authority was supervising ihe work of these 20 loaders 
involved in the reference. He also slates thaL their 
attendance is marked by staff of the Aulhority. He 
states that, Lh«e 20 loaders are nominated as casual 
loaders. Fie admits ibat, during his periled there were no 
inlcmicdiary conlractors for these 20 loaders. I ic 
Ihui, contract worittrs are attending work of these 30 
loaders and also said vvork is attended by permaneiu 
loaders of the Authority, He admits thul^ work 
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of the said loaders still subsists. Said work was not stopped 
till Authority was haudlmg cargo after MEAl. came in 
picture, 30 airlines are utilizing this facility. He admits ihaE, 
he did not receive any complaint about these workers, lie 
admits lhat. Cargo handiing goes on roLmd Ihc clock. ] le 
states that, work of 20 loaders is rcctuircd to work in shifts 
and in general shift they are supervised by the slaflf the 
Authority. He admits thaln permanent loaders arc rotated 
at didcrent timings. He admits that, there is no demairaLitm 
in the work of Cargo Departjnent for these 20 loaders arid 
permanent loader'^. He admil.^ rhal^ work ii ail oiled on 
rotation to these loaders in the Cargo dcpartmeni 
irrespective oftheir status. E le admits lhat, as per agneemcm 
ofOMDA daled 4-4-2006 these workers were to work for 
an year. He admits that he has no personal knowledge 
about these rules. Then Management exajnined Vijay Nana 
Bhosle al Exhibit ME I [12. In the cross he states that, he 
concerned with Conveyor Dell System inslalled at Terminal 
11-13 and 12 workers involved in the reference. He also 
deposed about EIcctricaE Maintenance Department ol 
Terminal 2. He admits thak he has seen those J2 workers 
working there and 13 conveyor belts. He states that, tliere 
are 31 employees working there and some of'thost urc on 
permanent pay roll of the Authority. They are shifted m 
different places as per the order oftbe Hon ble HigJi Coiiit. 
He admits that. Authority supervise the work as per order 
of the High Court. Ho admits I hat ihcre was no inlenmcdiruy 
betweeii th^f? 12 employees and the Authority. He admits 
lhat, officers of I he Authority wore supervising tlie work 
of the said workers. He admits that he h&s no persoJial 
knowledge about contentions taken in Para 3 eif Ills 
affidavit. He admits lhai these t2 employees invulvcd in 
the reference are not concerned with M/s. A.P. More))' 
Pvt. Ltd. He admits lhat. he has no Idea whether EXditc 
Engineers has licence about ihesc E2 employees. 1 le adfuiti 
lhat some permanent workers ore working with these 12 
employees involved in the reference. He is unable fo 
distinguish whether 12 employees involved in the reference 
have the less or higher qualifications than ihe pormaneni 
employ ees. He admits that, work of Conveyor ReU System 
is part ol' the work of the AtJihority. (le adni ils thaf rmijor 
work done by these 12 employees is similar lo that ol' 
permanent employees. He adrnlts that, no documents are 
produced by the Authority to show that these 12 employees 
arc working under the contract prior to 1944 also. I'hen 
Management examined. Dr. Sarada Prasanna Choudharv 
at Exhibit M'l/i03 who admits lhat, transfer of Conveyor 
Belt system from Authorily i^ not intimated lo the 
employees involved irs the reference. Me admits thai, iocne 
of rhe employees arc working with Ml AT even after nunslcr 
of the Airport. F-le admii^; that, offLcers who deposed in 
these proceedings nre working ibr MIAL sfilE (hey ure on 
the roil of the Authoriiy. 

36. Rcfiides thi.s evidence. Union has produced 
documentary evidento with E.'iliiblt U-26 underline (iilo of 
■'l.oaders D^XTunionts" in the said docunionts linion has 
produced security pa^seS: sain? page of aliendacuc 
registers. Duty Roias, copy of wages regif^lcrji and payment 
voucheos, ealculatioi:is ufDiwaii gill for the year 2[K)5_^vLLge 
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slips of pemnaneut loaders^ overlime wages statemenT 
]ctters/co-called contraei id' 1991 and number of oEhtr 
documents. Union has also produced some documents 
with Exhibit U-27 under die lilie of Conveyor Bell {I A). In 
<hc said documenis Union has produced ^ieell^isy paiises 
issued to the workers, letters wrlucti by the Authority 
Airport Police asking lo is sue ihe workers passes, eopies 
of tenders, sample of atLcnduLice registers of the workers 
from 1993^ ailcndancc register ^, sample of the AAl payment 
voudiers and number of other documents. Besides Union 
has produced documents at l:\htbil tN2S under llic iillc tjf 
''ConvcyOr Belt - Dopaiuncntally workers” workers wtjrkiug 
at Conveyor Belt System. In ilie said doiumcnis L'rhon 
has produced Security passes issued to the workers, sample 
copies of wage register pjjymenl vouchers, ro*(CT of 
permanent workers, doing ihc same work. etc. etc. This 
production of documents i^^ objecicd b) the Authority 
saying lhat, those arc not uenoine and those should not 
be read in evidence alleging that these d out u men is are 
labricated. However, no .sftecial tuse is made ijiii by the 
Authority in what way the\ are f'ahricaied und what the 
nature of the original documents and in wiiat way ll has 
been fabricated. All the do^.uiiicnis aie on the leiicr he Lids 
of ihe Authority. Auihoi ity is noi chuHcnging the (citev 
heads on which the docuinents Lire printed. Ile.sidcs, ihis 
the witness of the Union shows that tliesi: uoneerned 
employees arc working for thu .A in homy and Jusi ihey me 
shown 45 the w=orkTneii of tiio etiimaeUsrs ^^liiih is luit 
correct one, 

37. In this case 39 ^vorkersaTe ioM^lved oul o1'.i9. l!tF 
are hrom loading and t]n)o:u!mg tn C'Lirgo UcpLii niiein and 
of which 9 working on Conie>or Rv]( Sy.stcio. whereas 12 
arc working at IcnTtiriiil Tl-B in EkclricLtl Mainicmmcc 
Deparement. According to L.':iioi] services of tiicse i^tukers 
are required since work is peveimial inttire .^rui witlmnl 
attending that work wbieii is at ten tied by these workers 
Authority cannot run .Airporn 

3S. In thcic pi t>i:ee:ling> nujTil?er oJ'docutiieitLs Live 
prodtiecd by botlt, viz. lJniL>]i produced a hunch of 
documents tiMed as 'l.oadeis Oocusnentsk wilts lisi at 
Exhibit U-26, Receipts of niemhers of the tmion in one 
envelope at Exhibit E.i-l 7. ]( aLi.i firodiieed Meitibership list 
at Exhihit-2 1 , copy of (he Coosiimtion of t^nion. Annual 
Return of the Union, Regi^ 1 ^aLi(m nusnbcr of t niion lU 
Exhibit U-29, copies of the lonespondcnce which lotik 
place between Union and (he Aiilhurity Lmd Lu the various 
r>epartmen(s at ExhibK t.i-iS Resides that, I jiinn li.is 
produced one pay-men( (vceipl isf p^^nnanc-nt l.oader iU 
E\liibit.U-l07. AttendauLc l^egiiicr nnd the CoMstiiulion 
of L-moti and s^>ine letters Litltli essed by (he Autluscitics t^j 
various Departmentswi(|] l:\hihit U'-114. t.i-l IKaiidt122. 
Besides that. The Union h.is pr[>dLl^:ed dncuinenN under 
the title of Conveyor BeU Workers ai IA T.vhibii 27 
Documents with lis( at inhibit 2Ji under the liilu of 
"(k>nveyor Roll RIeeUieal MniiUeimee Worker.'; Div.H” 
witli E.xliibit 26 h son:ie docnineitUL Live produced by the Union 
under the title of various dooiunents. AgairiM tlnit. 
Management has produced nuriibej' of doLLinienU with 
E:xhibilM-21M-7l, M-9o. Vf-IOO. M-SK,M-I(M. Besides, 
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Management has produced variouE documents at Exhibit 
M-lll. 

39. Besides, this oral evidence is led by both. Union 
has examined Shivajirao MokaE at EKhibiiU-43, who speaks 
about workman involved in the reference^ their dales and 
wages paid to them. He also refers the history of the 
proceedings and how reference came betbre this Court. He 
also describe haw c^rgo is handled and how working of 
these woiiters is essential and important to di$char]ge their 
duties which is essential duty of the Authority. He also 
States how work is increased and how additional man-power 
is required to handle said work and coup-up with itn [n the 
cross this witness states that he has evidence to show that 
he is working with the Authority from 1 'd-19^6. He states 
that, he worked with Contractors Gutija Enterprises and 
then with JAC Enterprises. He further states that he was 
then with the Authority. He states that, in 2007, 
17 Labourers were working. He admits that, last connector 
wai JAC Enteqjriaes- He states that. Authority has also 
appointed 19 penaanent Loaders, He states that, nature of 
work of permanent loaders and the work attended by the 
contract labourers is identical. However^ there is difference 
in wages. He admits that. Union never challenged the nature 
of the contracts and claimed anywhere to declare the 
contractors are sham, bogus and camouflage. He admits 
that Union never approached any Authority and claimed 
any relief against the said contractors. Then Union 
examined Agasihya Ping^lkasham Agasthya Nairat Exhibit 
U-S4 who also described the nature of work done by' these 
workers and permanent workers. He also tried to throw 
light on the wages paid to the workers involved in the 
reference saying that, these workers are paid on daily 
wages @ Rs.200-jt>0 per day whereas permanent workers 
are getting Rs. 16^000 to Rs.20*000 per month. F le al so tried 
to emphasis how important is the work which is attended 
by the workers and how that work cannai be segregated 
from the activities of the Authorities. He claims that name- 
lender contractors were introduced by the Authority to 
deprive the claim of workers involved in the reference. He 
also asserts that, the work done by them is crucial of the 
Authority which cannot be segregated and without rhat^ 
Authority cannot run Airport. In the cross this witness 
states that, he Is working at Terminal LA frotn 2-4-1995. He 
denies that he is working with contraemrs M/s. Gannon 
Dunkerley & Co He admits that said Company was paying 
the wages to him. He slates that. Union filed complaint 
against bogus contractors but he is unable to produce 
copy of it. Then Union examined Saji Nairal Exhibit U-35. 
He also tried to throw light on the nature of the work 
attended by the workers and how important work, is done 
by them which cannot be separated from the main activities 
of the Authority He also states, how worker i are workins 
at Conveyor Belt. He is speaking about workmen involved 
in the maintenance of Terminal 11. He explains work h done 
by them at Conveyor Belt and how their duties are importanE 
and without that the Authority cannot run the Airport. Ete 
also states that^ maintenance work is done by the workers 
involved in the reference which is also stero-type which is 
attended by permanent workers on the Conveyor Bell. 1 Se 


states that, these temporary workers are helping in ih^ 
inaLTitenance work and they are doing w«k ofmaintctunce 
with the help of workers involved in ihe referencCn HeadmrU 
that he was working with contractors M/s, Delite Eagjireer^ 
upto 1-11-1994 and from 1-1 LI 994 at Terminal tIB with tlie 
Authority. He stales that, the work done hy him Is of 
permanenl iia(ture and Authority cannot run Airport wilhoui 
work attended by the workmen involved in the referefKe. 
Against that the Managcitient, in lieu of examinatian*ifK 
chief n led an affidavit of Setti Rajnikant at Exhibit M-99^ 
who 15 Assistant Mariager, Electrical and is working with it 
since 2 S-1-2006 and prior tc that from 2D00 as a Junior 
Engineer. He is on the point of contract workers involved 
in the reference and the nature of their dutfes. He gave 
history of litigaticm and also states that, what qualifications 
are required for appointment of the employees on lhal post. 
He also speaks about Contractors and way in which 
Contractors were iutrodneed and were working on the Boor 
gf the Authority. He named Contractors like M/s. Gannon 
Duinkerlcy ^ Ca, M/Si Sequerra Enterprises, M/ifc Deliie 
Engineers, who gave tenders and whose tenders were 
accepted by Ike Authority, He speaks much about 9 
contract workers who are involved in the reference and 
states how their work Is not important. According lo him 
without their work Authority can run Airport. According 
io him they were actually working on tlic floor of the 
Authority and were supplying the services with the help 
of these contractors. In the cross this witness admits that, 
joined Authority in 2009. He states ihal, there are various 
steps of Conv&yor System which is Departure Conve^r 
System, Arrival Conveyor Sysftem installed in the Tenminal 
building. He claims that, the Conveyor Belt System is 
owned by the Authority, He admits that, elccuical power h 
required to run the Conveyor Belt System. He slates thain 
ihe System is run round tFie clock. According to him 9 
wockers are wcirkrtig at Tartninal lA on Conveyor Dell 
System prior to 10-7-2003 with M/s. Delite Engineers and 
then they were working there with other corttractors. I le 
states that^ tenders were called for before giving the 
contract to M/s. Detite Engineers and he admits lhat, He 
has not verified whether Contractors M/s. Gannon 
Dunkerley & Co, and M/s. Delite Engineer were having 
valid licences. He admits that, nobody can enter on the 
premises of tbe Auftboriiy wHtwul valid gale pasi valid 
entry pass. He admits that, no permanent workers were 
working in Terminal lA Conveyor Bek. He states lhat, said 
work is done by 9 workers Involved in the reference. Vie 
admits that articles ^re supplied as per the demand of the 
workers He stales that, no requisition is requined to refea^ 
the articles. He admits that, 9 workers were working on this 
Conveyor Belt System. He admits that, services of these 
9 workers ars continued though Contractors are changt^ 
from time and again. He admits that, he has seen these 
9 workers working th$fe. He admits that, supervision is 
done by the Supervisor of the Contractor who supervise 
the work of these workers. He admits that, no peranancrtt 
workers are working at Terminal IA from 2-5-2006 and said 
work is done by 9 workers whose list is enclosed on page 
22 of 5-2-200i Then he admits that, on I erminal lA 6 
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pi;nTitt[ient and! 9 con!ratt workers w-ork. He admits; that. 
Conveyor Roll system is one and the same utilized by 
Terminals i.e. at Terminal ] [-A, Termmal IJ-C and Terminal 
I-B, Ho admit^i that, the said work is done (hrough out the 
ycdi tx- for 365 days. He admits that, he has no evidence to 
show who arc specialired in the Conveyor Belt System. He 
admits thaL, he has no evidence to show- thal, work was 
supervised by fhe coniractors. He admits that, he has not 
seen advertisement displayed hy rhe Authority. He stnles 
lhal, even helms no idea whether names were called from 
Employment Exchange or by giv.ng advertisement or by 
inviting app I teat ions by giving advenisement. He admits 
that work ofConvcyor licit System never stops, tie admits 
thak Convey tklt System work at Domestic a.s well as 
international Aii poHs is importanl for smooth movement 
of passengers baggage. He admits that, be has no per.sonal 
knnwlcdge about tenders nor since it his work. He ad mils 
that, number of contractors have joined al'Lcr his 
involve men! with the Aulliority. He stales that, said 
Conlractor is given work of I'erminal IA and as well as for 
other work. He admits that, he never gave writtcr or oral 
report about the supervision of tlie work of the conlrad 
workers. [ Ic admils lhal, normal ly work of contract is given 
to one Company at a time. He admits tha!, the muster roll, 
atleiidance for ihesc 9 workers is tnaiiitaitied hy the 
Authority, He also admits lhal, he has no evidence Io show 
supervision of conlractor supcrvii^ing the work of Ihese 
wnrkers. Then Management examined Mr. Kanwal Kumar 
Mehm. at Exhibit M-EIOI, w'ho is Senior Manager (Cargo), 
t Ic is tonoemed with 2 I T.oaders W'bosc services arc utillTed 
in Cargo handling. [ Ic aluo speaks about affidavit oE Shivaji 
Mokak filed by union. He states that. Authority has 
employed 19 pennunent workmen as Loaders, He described 
how cargo is handled, ile abo siaie.s that, when cargo 
which is noi rlaimcd what is the procedure ol'il. According 
(0 fiini cargo, il rciiiain, hovirnd 30 da \'3 is shitted to cargo 
tower which h called as '^old cargo"’ and if ihc cargo i!^ rot 
cbiriik-d arc aucLioned for thot services of cargo loaders are 
re<]US5rcd He AtilhoriLy took over the ijround 

hnrrdEing work oS 22 aahnes from Air India from 3-1) -201^2. 
Uc SM-C: Xhii, prior ly Lhal Air India was the iirouttd 
haixdtiviv agcTHLv ofLirgo. According to him l^pcnnancnl 
hiailjri c cuifdoyed by ih^ Atiihority. According lo him 
there were I ^ ccrilr^tt workersi. He states that.. 20 contract 
huidcr.sarcworksii;! theie who arc gelling minimum wages 
ngaiusl thisl pernianenL workers who are regutar 

f^mcni.s. rU’ admitis (hat, Atithorhy provides Lrolleys ig 
carry oui the work of loading iind unloading of !be cargo, 
lie admits tliai, work of 2(i commcT loaders is superviiied 
by the tonlractor. He admils that, 20conirati Inbouref^i ;LrL‘ 
rcporiiiig lo Llic olHIccr'inH-hsiirue whose ancudaiice is 
marked by the Aultiorily. He admius die Authority 
matniains die record iit rcspnxi of the employmen; of I he 
vaid persons xvhrx are called as contnicl wxirkci^. In die 
cross he admits that, he has no knowledge how joiijei-s ^ire 
appointed in the cargo dcpurlmcnl. He iidmits lhat, uplo 
IJctcinbcr, IW there was eontmet regarding ihoNC 20 
l.oEiders bul thereafter there is noconlract. He admits that 
22 Airlines are taking advanlagc of ciugo facilities, handled 


by the Authority. There is increase in the work and wkh 
the help of 20 Igadei s which is noi sulTicicni tu coupe-up 
with the work. He admits that, there is increase in the w-ork 
within these 25 years. According to him 19 permanent 
loader^ are working. ?le slates that these 20 l^uaders 
involved in the reference were initially working wiLh 
contractors M/s. Omega l.ntcrprises. He adnitis that, at 
present work of these 22 workers is supervised by the 
officers ofllie Authority and ihcir prwncc is inarkcd. I ie 
admits thak during his ienure tJiere was no intennediary 
conlract-or aboul those 20 loaders. He admits that, work of 
these 2D workeni is coniinuiiig. He admits that, at pccscnl 
30 Airlines are taking betselit of said cargo handled by 
MIAL. He admits that, he did not receive any complaitstji 
aboul these Loaders inv{>lved in reference. He admils tJiai. 
these 20 loaders arc rcciiiired lo wt^rk in tlie genci J^I siiil't. 
He admits that, he did not come across ihm anyconiract is 
produced in respect of these 2lJ Joadets. When there is 
increase in work over time is given to these 20 loaders. He 
also admits that, they work at diffenoiu locations and they 
are rotated at differenL places. He admits that, there h no 
demarcation in the work ot Cargo Depaiimeni for casual 
load-ers, i.e. these 2D Joadcis, and pernianeiH loaders. Me 
admits thak work is alloited on roiaiiom He admits that. 
Authority levies cbargee tor handling cargo of different 
Airlines. Then Managemeni examined Mr. Vijaya \any 
Qhosaic, at Exhibit M 1 ■' 1 02, who speaks aboLit 1 2 workers 
working inlbe Maintenance Depariment who are called as 
Wiremam Mechanic and Khalask He admits that, these 
workers are working tor many yeaijj; Besides tliui. lie 
speaks about 32 workmen working at Baggage Convuytirs 
System installed at Terminal 2A and 2C. He also speaks 
aboutMA. MoriingPvt. lad. aiidM/s. InlcrroHer.Singapore. 
He admits lhal, said w-orkei's are wcirking tor Iasi many 
years by virtue of 1 st order dated 2H 2-) 992 and ]rt^l order 
dated 16H3'2002 of the Hon'ble Bom buy High t.’oLin. 
According to him ihese contracuirs were iiidcpcndeni iind 
qualified. He states that, uptn 1^94 there were contractors. 
In the cross he states tfSi^t.. outsiders e annul speak abnui 
Conveyor Belt System. He admits ihat, ihe documents 
produced by the Union under ihc head of J-.MD- II H i'j 
maintained by ihc Aulhority and [■ng.inccrs of Autliorily 
were preparing duty roster of ihesc 12 employccji in 1-]M [). 
H c a Iso admits that, th e doctimenls at page 5 0 -64 ti I' I ■ M! J 
workers Division-U are signed by-the Manuger Engineering 
of Tetiitina! 2. He adinii.s iliai there is no mtermediary 
between these 12 workmen :md Authority. He admits [hat 
the Management was iookiug siRct these 12 empioyciiji. 
invoEved in the relerem^c till 3-4-2097 He udmiis thui he 
has no knowledge about dcVL-hTpmiznt friim 20D4. f lo ^iidrnits 
lhat, 12 employees were all ending work cdm^iinlcuahcc of 
sired lighls, operation oI water pump and normal ckMiiing 
of the mstallatioii. He is not denying thni docuincnis 
pertaining to these 12 employees may be with the Auihoriiy 
He cannot say whether l>c1iie lingincers ^vas having 
licences cenitractor of these 12 employee^. He adnnii^ 
Itialsome permanent worker were vioi iiiiitg w itli them, i le 
admits that, ihese w'orkers were never removed by tlie 
Authorily between 1994 m 2009 He admiisihat. she naiiire 
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of worl; of thes^ 12 employees and that of permareni 
employees b of similar nature but is not exactly the sanie. 
He admits that^ no docume^ots are produced to show thai^ 
these 12 employees were working under the contractor 
and Linder the control of coniracor. Then Management 
examined Dr, Sarda Prasanna Choudhry at Exhibit M1/103 
who is on technical point. Then Management examined 
Ashok KumBT Multk, at Exhibit M-1/J10 who speaks about 
the procedure of recruitnient 

40, Besides this both demanded documents from 
each others by filing applications dated £-l'20QS and 
5*2*2008. They also prayed to rely on the copies of the 
documenls produced by them in that context After hearing 
both, order was passed on said application on 13'2-2008 
observing that both are aware of the demand of the 
documents from each oUier. Et was also observed that, 
they know which documents are demanded by other side 
and still ft i$ pertinent to note that, most of the documents 
are not produced by each of them. It was also observed 
that, since reference b to be disposed off in time schedule 
given by the Hon'ble High Courtp Court did not want to 
waste its time on it and asked parties to produce the 
documents. Even my predecessor gave opportunity to both 
to produce documents which are available with them to 
avoid inconvenience and delay. Still by these ai^Jications 
dated 8*1 *200S and 5-2-2008 documents were dematided^ 
Considering the application filed by the Union and repJy 
given by the Authority lastly Court passed orders 
observing that, sufficient opportunity is given to both and 
Eiill it did not utilized it and produced documents and 
observed that both to show custody and importance of 
the documents on which Court will draw inference. Now 
both have to show that, documents demanded are 
possessed by otherside and it is custodian of ft. If both 
succeed in showing that* these documents are relevant, 
important and iti custody of other side, Court will draw 
inference. However, at the stage of final arguments both 
were heard and number of documents were refetred by 
bothofthem. Meanwhile Union filed number of agreenients 
of l998-99» 200(k-2002 and Constitution of Union with list at 
Exhibit U/29. Against that. Management filed nuntber of 
documents at Exhibit M-1/25, in the form of Xerox copy of 
the correspondence of forwarding letter as mentioned in 
the list. Besides, Management filed Xerox copies of a 
number letters at Exhibit M I/7L including copy of 
agreement alleged to have been entered in to between 
Authority and Contractor, copy of terms and conditions of 
contract, copy of vouchers, copy of work order etc. Besides, 
there is one complaint register which is in origins] form. 
Said complaint register shows that, the same is attended to 
by the workers involved in the reference mainuined by the 
officers of the Authority and certified by the officer of the 
Authority on behalf of the Management i.c. Authority. As 
far as this origiital complaint register is concerned and some 
other documents produced* in the original form by the 
Union along other documents. Authority objected that type 
of productiatf saying that, one has to see how these 
originals are with Union when custody of these original 
documents ought to have been with the Authority? 


Whereas Union's Advocate ^hri Kulkarni* replied lhai, in 
the Evidence Act source of informalion or source of 
document is not material but one has lu see what is 
evidential value ft? After all, both have not ciied any 
relevant law or any c^e hw in support of their respccii vc 
contentions. However^ the feet is that original is produced 
by the Union in a number of forms. Some are on rlic Iciicr- 
heads of the Authority, Some are in register fonn and some 
by bunch. At the beginning the Authority was denying 
existence of the documcnis. Even initially Authoriiy was 
saying that. Xerox copies of the docmncnls of which 
original ought to have been with the Authority but uny not 
with it and since Xerox arc filed by the Union il must have 
original of it. Then it contends that, those are rabricated 
and canruit be relied upon, flowevcr* no specific ease is 
made out by the Authorities and pointed om, which 
document or which portion of the document is fabricated 
and which copy of the document is not the copy of the 
original. Even h is not pointed out what is the change made 
in the documents produced in the Court end what was the 
original of it? Authorities tried to give number of cxcujics 
on it saying that, since these documents are aiolcn by the 
Unbn and Xerox copies are produced, originals ufit must 
be with the Union. In fact it is the Authority who has to 
produce I he originals to show ihah Xerox copies arc nol 
copies of it which Union have produced. All this was going 
on between both. From the records ft appears that, 
succeeded in obtaining documents from the Authorities. 
Even It is not denied by the Union. No theft case appears 
filed by the Authority about alleged the 11 of documents. 
Documents which are on the letter head of the Auihoriiy 
which are in Xerox form and since those arc rot disproved 
by the Authority that, and thereafter it is uol siiown that 
they are fabricated* in my considered View* we have to 
presume that, the documents brought on record have 
evidential value and can be reiied in the evidence. Union 
has produced those under the title of ioaders documents 
with list at Exhibit U 26. Then documents concerning ro 
woik^i^kitig at Conveyor Belt Terminal A is produced 
with Exhibit U/27^ Documents regarding workmen working 
in the Electrical Maintenance Division are produced wiih 
Exhibit U/2S. Union also produced some documents at 
Exhibit U/I6, with lisi at Exhibit U/21 and with the list at 
Exihibt U/29, It lus also produced some documents with 
list at Exhibit U/48, with list at Exhibit U/106, lJ/107, U/108.1J/ 
109, L)/l 12* and with 118, Most ofthe documents are on the 
letter heads of the Authority. 

41. This is the evidence led by both in this case in 
support of their respective cases. 

42, No specific case is made out by the Authority by 
leading evidence that, particular contractor's person 
supervises ibe work of particiiiar contractor. Even nobody 
Is examined for contractor to show they were real ly work ing 
with Authority, with the$c workers. In this silualion I find 
difficult to accept the case of the Authority that, really 
there went contracioirs who were working on the floor of 
the Authority. Besides nol a single witness froLn 
contractor's side is examined by the Aufeorily lo support 
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its cait ^nd to conclude; ihcre w^rc really corsfr.actor-^ 
and workers involved intherc^brerri; uert wnr kin funder 
them. On the conlrary Aulhoriiy is unabk' Irt give n-^uic of 
any of the person who attended for conirueiorj; or ^s ho 
Supervises work For particLilar eoniraeior. Tniiirt3l\- Ainhoi iiy 
was saying that, Authonty was neither maSmaininy (■e^;oLd 
of attendance of these workers nor supervising! ihe work 
of the ooflcemod workmen. Bin iiciwly and araduaily 
case progressed Authority vveni ni^ admitting ihal. it 
to maintain record to m ake t1ie pay me nt i n com niy wi t h [ h l: 
order of the Hon'bit High Court. Bn^sidc^ it im 
admitting that work is supervised by it and Auihoriiy lu^s 
to m^ke payrnent Ftir tlic work. Besides. Autliority go lUi 
admitting that, attendance w-as recorded as the Aulhoriiy 
has to make the paymenf Even admissions ^tven h> 
authority in written statement Is like this: 

.Authority appointed 26 cotnract workers to 

woric along with the regular loaders in the operatiL'Si. 
Authority submitted ihat, it took over the ground iiandiing 
work of 22 airlines from Air India from 2-[ 1-2002. The 
Authority submitted that, it has (i) import w arehouse (ii^ a 
heavy cargo shed and [iii) a Light cargo shed in the Cargo 
complex for ground handling cargo for the said 22 airlines 
and that, the work of import I ight cargo was earlier Larried 
out by di fFerent c argo h and I ing agen c i es besi dcs A ir I n d i j. 
Due to volume of work MA. Omega Enterprises. Mumbai 
has been entrusted to cany out the work of handlinu of 
import light cargo and pan ot it is handled by it. Ikncc the 
allegations that, the work of import light cargo w hich wns 
carried out by 120 permanent workmenToaders of Air India 
was then being contracted out totally are not correct.' 

“.It submitted (hat due to admin is(rati vl- 

reasons it docs not shift 10 days old light cargo to l!ic 
warehou^^ and both sets of loaders have been redeploy ed 
to make optimunn utilization of available work lorcc. 
fallowing rise of work load: due to handling of pariiUel 
cargo operation. They are utili^cd/dcputod on 
1 of services of Cargodepartmem e,g. when work at hriporl 
Wurchoos$ reduced due to post PACT Opeiations. the 
loaders were redeployed at various locations at Air Cniy.c\ 
Complex; Such as permanent loaders were deployed a11. Li. 
Centre; whereas casual loaders were deployed at E\p\>\^ 
Shed atfcd some of them were retained at Import Warehouse. 

.Authority submitied Thai Lheic are onJv 1 

pennanent loaders employed by it There are IS contra lT 

loaders on work." 

, .Ax is ftir(!icr subirdEted that, The concerned 
workmen Tti;eive their wj^^ei ai a lower rate, siJice rhey iiro 
not permanent workmen but are protected by The Mii:h 
Court order, pending hearing and final disposal of the 
matter.^ 

_Authority rcitcraTe-1 il^at. oii and from 3 -■ ^ 

it does net shift ten days old Eight to l!io 
for further handling due to adsnSnistralive reason.- bri ii 
$1artod shiAtng recently the linetainied ^ood,s kepi in ri:t 
light c^go sh ed for an i nd clh tile peri oU an d thal ih c w^;.. h 
of light c^rgu handling has bc”"! assigned to ihcc^>ritrLa.ih>r 


due to the increase in \ L-ilunu' [>r woik inlcriuilLcn^K 
involved; which the e^'!^lllv!; lo;3ders are mcLipahle oi' 
handling." 

.M/s. Onae^LL [-.iKL'i pi i^e^ Iuls been eritJuMCLl 

wiftk til e c cijiTracfua I job : i ^ n n i c nt. ;\ i it li or Ic y i^ n lU li ic 
whether he has eniployud I ?o s:nui) :iL.[ labnui ers: tu c^jr'iy 
out the said work and ilie '.^ork cari LCd otiL by the said 
contract labourers Is lun o:'ii peiiDUiient nature. Aii[h<^ii:\ 
further sabmilted thai ^c^luil\;J ^\ork u> the pcrinaneiM 
workincti cnipk>yed tw \[ \^^.■ll us lo Lhc conceTiiLtl 

persons. The concerned mb men cunnut cIllijti ihe bene lit 
of permanency, as ih^y .u l' inm^dk ^un kincii <'i the 
Contractor. 

.120 conlrai:t '■■. c-L kmeti Jiad hcuu cuipJoycLl 

carry out those tlutie^i of fi^; in.iricnt iiatui e and i[ull on i he 
other hand . . - ,Au[hi^rit> .-'L.biijitLed that its u^ dii\ 
activities have nothicig ni i In \'h 11 h ihe ^vl>i k ot loa^iinL- Liiut 
unloading oi'eargo^ il i.s tlLci cjoiv, tliiu the work otloLidiiLL! 
and unloading carried uli[ liy lIiom’ v^orkitien wlis nil 
integral part of the day-L l^- day Licftviiies ot the Auihoi ity. " 

'''' .After Jiiruiii>. ! '■)\U they have hccji piulcvlud 

by the said orders oflhc 1 li^hCouit otliombLiy [ind hiznce. 
thereafter, the Authority l\isto do the work otsiipcrvision. 
management and control la cr their w ark and fiLoce nneri:ly 
because there is supeLwisiun. m:.'3ia!ieiocnl and eoriirol o\ ei- 
their w ork by viriue uf ordcc o t liic H igh Cmat.^' 

'' .The Aulhority submiued that h engaged 

M:^s. Gannon Dunkerley Co., Ms. Sequera bmerpTLse^ 
and M/s. Delite Engineers iln'i.iuvli the tender process." 

. . .Auihortty subitidied thal there are 13 hells at 
Terminal 2-A and 2C and pcrinmicTii workmen are 
mainTaining the ^anie r^uiiid llie L'lnek " 

'■ . . . hence iheir atfendnnLe wlss ceniJied by the 
oftkers ci'die Authorik 'he nlicrujaiiee rccoi'd atiJ 
the allencJance record u frn ^viiidud to Ilic Aceoiiriis 
ncpartincnt for effecting the pavmcnl ot’xvage-n. ' 

.. .Authority suhMiiit;:d ilmi the duly carried out h> 
the permanent workmen atmtliLd lo Hie Coiucyoi Kck 
Sy.stem is eniirely ol iSie -^pccnLit/cd nature and the 
permanent workmen had hL-L-ii tramed by tbc I dig incurs of 
M-'S- A.P, Morlin^ P\l. [.id. to handle iJie saphislicnleJ 
and new techimlogi' irersii^r. of il^e Com-cytir Bell Sysn;ni 
installed aCfcrmirial NA. " 

.]lowv\cc. Lhe .Aupojt Murugcrlul 

Personnel check tlic coiiliactLiLLi work: whith are heiny 
carried ouL by tlie LanLi actor, L^^ .iwcrlLiin w iieihur it is w nh 
reference to the specilic.uion on he Liercemcnt/' 

".The A uili 0 r i ^ u h i si i 1 Le lI lI i at O pe rLit i o ns 

Depanment lias issued .lob Desctipiion ^Duties and 
Respons i bt I it ies) o f the .A i rpo n M an ;i gers n n<3 i he fu \k t i om.s 
wliich are of a generisL ii.iUiie; :ire bused tin tlji- head¬ 
quarter's gnidelines: ^'L-hii.-ji lv!VL- been iniJoii’iOTLiLcil m ISt> 
manual. Authority submillcd thal the contracts en(c(cd 
into with the contractors arc In accordance with ihc kule.s 
and Regulations.'’ 
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So frorti all this it reveals that there ti* conir^act 
and admittedly from 1 992 onwards tbcie was no contractor. 
U is to be noted that rercrence is sent by ihe Central 
Govemmern^ Ministry orLabour in the year 2003 and record 
reveals that there was no contractor in picture atleast from 
! 992 as fer as this reference is corH;emed, When there was 
no contract and work is done by these workers which is of 
perennia] nature which is equally important lo the work 
done by the permanent workers of the Authority. I have 
to conclude that, the contracts alleged by the Authority 
are sham, bogus and camouflage and there was no 
contractor at all to which the workers involved in the 
reference were working. So I answer this issue to that effect. 

I5SUEN0.2&1A; 

A3^ When Union succeeds in showing that there 
was no contract and when their work is of pemnanenl and 
perennial nature and without which Authority cannot run 
Airports as well as anend the passengers and cargo. Jt is 
also not the case of the Authority that there is shortage of 
work. On ihe contrary witness of the Aultiority admits 
that, there is increase in the work particularly in cargo 
handling as well as trafficking passengers. When there is 
increase in work and when without that work running of 
the Airport will not be succeMfuf in my considered view, 
one has Lo declare that the work of the employee at Airport 
is essential one. Besides, it is not the case of the Authority 
that workers involved in the referance are noi qualified No 
specific case is made out. which type of qualifications 
required for these type of workers working in Electrical 
Maintcnance^LoadingiS: Unloading Department and which 
qualification^ There is no demarcation to the qualifications 
to lake persons on such posts. Admittedly the workers 
involved in the reference are working from many years and 
in some cases from 19^- Thai position is not challenged 
by Ihe Authority. When they are working for years together 
and when work subsists and when there ts no shortage of 
work attended by the workers and when these workers are 
working with permanent workers against whom no 
complaint about their work is there and where there is no 
specific qualifications spelled or no particular dulies are 
dislinguished which work is lo be done by the permanent 
workers or which is to be done by the contract workers. In 
view, of that set of circumstances, the workers involved in 
the reference require to be declared as permanent 
employees. 

44. Now, question will arise since when? It is noted 
that prior to that Union did not approach Deputy Labour 
Commissioner (Centre) for iheir grievances and redressal 
chtreof. In fact, they approached directly Hon'ble High 
Court, Now, lilt that dale ihcrc was no any decision prior 
decision of Ilon'ble High Court before passing carder in 
Writ Petition No. 279 of2000 on 16-12-2002 directed Central 
Government to make reference and as per that reference is 
sent on 07-03-2003 here for adjudicalion in my considered 
view from the date of the reference Ine from 07^3-2003 one 
has (o consider that, the employees involved in reference 
are permanent employees of the Authority. So J answer 
this issue No.2 and 2A to that effect. 


ISSUE No;3&3A; 

^5. When workers involved in the reference arc 
working at par with permanent employees itivolvcd in the 
reference and are doing the work of permanent employes it 
is to be noted thafi pertnanent employees are getting much 
higher salary than those contract workers. Salary of 
pertnanent workers is around Rs. 22,000 as again$l that the 
salary ofcoutraci workers working qn that post are getting 
minimum wages though they are doing similar type of work 
at par with the permanent employees. When permanent 
employees are gotting that much salary and when contract 
workers are not getting at par with thom in ihy view they 
should get it on the principle of equal pay for equal work 
with permanent employee^- In my considered view, they 
are entitled for benefits as permaneni employees, 

46. Again question will arise since which date? As 
stated above till referciKe is sent for adjudication there 
was no order about the workmen involved in the reference. 
By virtue of directions given by the I lon'ble High Court in 
Writ Petition No. 279 of 2000 when reierence is sent for 
adjudication by Central Covcmmenl on 07-03-2003 in my 
considered view from the dale of the reference scni by the 
Central OovemmentH Ministry of Labour workeri involved 
in the reference are entitled to get benefits at par with the 
permanent employees of Ihc Authority, So accordingly 
[ answer this Issue.. 

ISSUES NOS. 4 TO 6A: 

47- Employees involved in the relerenoe arc working 
from years together. I'hey are working conltnuously. llicy 
are doing work like that of permanent loatters or pennancni 
workers working on that post. When they arc working but 
admittedly they are not getting salary at par with permanent 
workers when that is the situation in my considered view, 
from the date of the reference they must be equated with 
pemnanent employees for all purpose i.e. for wages, for the 
benefits given to the permanent employees and for the 
purpose of consequential benefits which arc given to Ihc 
permanent employees from the dale of the reference, Su 
accordingly I answer this.issue to lhat enfccl, 

4A. In view of the di^usstons made above I have to 
oonciude that, prayer prayed in ihc reference require to 
allow. Henee, the order: 

ORDER 

(a> Reference is allowed; 

(b) The employeosy Involved in the reference he 
declared us permaneni employees of the Auihoiiiy and 
Authority is directed lo treat these cinployces as ji*i 
permanent employees and to pay wages, privileges, 
eonscquentlal benefits ai par with the permanent emplo) ee> 
of the Authority working on the respcciivc posts from the 
date of the reference i.e. 7*3* 1003; 

(c> No order to its costs. 

Bombay, 

26th May. 2008 


A,A, LAD, h cskling OFlitcr 
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^.3TT. 2^53.—19^7 f 1947 
^ 14) ^ ^ 17 ^ 3I^W<ur 4. ^ 

Wqr iK^ ^ ^ ^ 

^ n ^#eT 

27rT/97 j m ■&. ^ ^ 21 -it -200S 

^ "Sira ^3^1 ^1 

r^. ■q^ -12012/21/1997-^^TF^ ^ (’^-11)] 

-^^TftRnTt 

Ntiw IJelhi. Ihe22nd August, 2tX)S 
S.CK 2*53.—[n pursuance of Section 17 oCilic 
Industrial Difipules Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publisher [he award (Kef. Nlu. 376:'97) ol' 
the Centnil Gtmmmcnt Industrial 1 hbtinahcijnvl jfjourC’ourt, 
Jabafpurasi shown in the Annexurt in ihc ]ridufi[i ial dispute 
between tlie minageinftIt uf'Cemral Bank of India and their 
wot4tift>en, received by [he Central Government oo 21 -t)M-20t}tt. 

f No.l^]2ni2^2l:-i'597-IK{IMn] 
KAJINDLR KUMAR. UcskCmccr 

AI^^^^:X1JKK 

nEFORKTlfFXKNTRALGOVRlWMI'M 
IM>1 J STtt IA U TUI BU N A L CUM I. A BOG R COD RT, 
JABALHIJR 

lMft,CCn7[X7R/27*/y7 
I hes id i n » onkc r: Shri C. M. Si ngli 
The p TO idem. 

CcnimI Bank hmployocs Lfnlon, 

365. Sykvi Na^ai. 

[ndnrc ... WVkrnisn-l'nkn 

vi:rsijs 

The /nnjfll Manager. 

Cenlnil Bank of India. Pbl No, 4, 

Shikhiivarta linilding, 

Indirj Ih css Complc.s, 

I labib^anj, 

Bhopal .. .Managcincni 

AVVARO 

Passed on ihi-^ 4[h day of Augush 20dK 

1. TheG<wemjncnt ol'lndk, Mini.stiy nri.abour vide 
its Nnlifkation No, L-)2012/2!/77^IR (BUI) dated 
22='2fi-y-97 has referred the folloiving dispute for 
adjudicanan by lliis tribunal : 

sattjujij: 

’■Whether the nclion of tin; manai^einent of Central 
IJaiik of India. Bhop;d in (erminaiin^theserviceofSh, 
<!. CiopnlrLK>. I'cllcr, w.c.i'. 29-7'92 is lecjal andjiisiitk.^? 
If not. to relief lhc?iaid workman is entitled'.^' 

2. In diis case neither the workman/Union nor the 
inynagecncnl put lit appearance inspitcofsunficientsei vku 
of not ice on holh of them. No statement of c laim has been 


filed tin behalf of work man A hii on. Similarly no WS has 
been filed on behalf of the niaitagoment, R appears Irom 
the above that the panics hnvcno intercsi in (his reference 
Therefore it shall be ju^l and proper to pass no dispuie 
award in this case. No (dispute Award is passed accordingly 
without any orders as ter costs. 

3, Let the copies of (he award be sent to the 
Governinent of Indiap Ministry'of t.ahour& t-m ploy mil ni 
as per rules, 

C. M. SINC pH, Presiding Officer 

25 2on^t 

2654.— atlyifil* U<iK 1947 ( MW7 

W 14) HFT 17 ^ TRWT 

l^c!'lfH4> ^ TTJ'Jtra ^ 3TR TR^H' 

f^ ^ 25 S- 2nOK ^ W7T "13^1 V^^1 

t^i. W-4^0l2/4/^()0f>-3d 3TTT C^}'] 
g^iTR 4^, srmwfr 
New Delhi, ihc 25th Aupfil, ZOOS 

S»0. 2654,—In pusu<)i]ce of Section IToTthi; 
InduSlrial Disputes Act. 1‘I47 (14 of iW?). ihc t'L'ntrjl 
Government hereby publishes i|ie arvard of tiic Induiuri^l 
■rribunat/I.abouf Court, Kow inlhe A tines, tire id 

the Industrial dispute between iheenploycrs ir ticlatiori io 
the management ofRaJaMhan Atomic Power Still icti and 
their workman, which was received by the l.'cnlnil 
Government on 25-0ft-2(K)8. 

I No I,-42a12/4/200WIUDI i'll 
AJAYKUMAR GAUK, Desk OHicer 
entity 

■O 

3cknf^ ■4^,Tjir.'' 

rftgiHhr iqt aTRK^.tS.r^, 

vi'h<'>i »vnf<ri : 3Tt, ^. -"Z/O^ 

1 3-2-07 

TRTIt : «rr R^flrR, Ri ftTc^ ^ R. 

IJFr-42012/4/2006 l^TT^W t.-^) | k )4 6 06 
Pl^ 5(1/14414 3RR?I 'IHl lOfl j 
gfNflP ra? 2rfNf¥^‘T, 1047 

Rstr 

^ SRT ^R, KW 

wlX^ WN, tn?l'll£l ( 'hi il ) t 

(stfert 

("Tf W 34If3IlT) (TTST. 
r44WlVt. T^flET I 


■STUtvfl f^TTHR; 






w ^ Tram 20, 200ffm 29, 1930 
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3I*jT iil ^ nfcfl^fV n*t. '3'f 

( ^4 ) 

3T!IPif Fitil'fl'h ^ Siftr ^ jffnPifV J— '^'1 

auftlHl'ih 1<H|* : 1B-7-OB 

SlftfPfjfe 

'IRii 3IH H’ird <1, ^ t^Tl'T' 

14-0-06 ^ Bra 'Pp^ i*rap;, ^eilpH 

aifVPm, [947 (i^ fljutH " 3rfUFm” ^ ferr 

“ipJ‘ii) *111 'fnr io( I ^ 

“Whether the aett&n af the management of the 
Rajasthan Atomic Power Station ^ Raw^thhata, 
Rajasthan in not extetiding the benefit of the CSS , 
fLeave) Rules to Shri M.K^ Jain, Senior Canteen 
Asstt. Grade-[l is legal and Justified? ]f not, what 
leliefthe workman u entitled to and from which dat^?" 

MtH+l+T ^ ^ 7 i4|: I 

3. ^ ^ 4-9-OS sft, 

1^ft; 4-7'08 ^ N|h4» 

wrgff ^ tqiHi "fe ^ f^pfrsR^ ^ 

Tnft^fTRt^ ^nn ^ dHti-tr 3 r 

^ ^ y+tut Pwtrfei ^ 1^ I w ^ R?*ff ^ 

-ilT^Rl RTO ^ tWRffl TOZ 

^ ^ 3 3iwf ^ ^TTUR Tt Haiwl ’W ^ ^ 

3 (nTnift 1 ?rfe 1 ^^Tpft i 

3n^ r«fjm t ^fH4f 

^ 3T50Mf iNt^ ^ 

^ 3TN# 

^ TFn t ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 751 tp 

TT^ft 4tHFm ^ ^ ? I 3fRt; ^ 5?!^ 

^ sflftRspJ ^ ^ nn*^TT-W5F«fl 3Tph: jr^t^ 

^ ^*417 R7 7T*^feT 5# TOR '?^^T 

3rTfVPtf9lff <ST dflftfl ^R!F ^ I 

USlWdifN, ^ltHt|lt?l 


27 aw)w 

^.3tT. 2655.—^Itiiri+ IV47 { 1947 

^ I4J ^ WJ \ 7 ^ ^1WT^ 

^ flVnS ^ 3fT^^ T^" 

^ dSEJirM^ 3riWrFl/>iR 

Timm) ^ 

t. ^ ^#2T 7R^ ^ 27-OK -OK ^ RW ^34T «n I 

fTTn Re-4001 !/in/2na2 (^) | 

3f^t| <^HK 

New Delhi, the 27th August- 3008 

S*0. 2655.—Fn pusuance t^f Section 17 of ihc 
Induatrial Disputes Act, 1947 (I4 of 1947}. the Ccntfal 
Government hmby publishes die award (Ref, No. 77/2003) 
of the Central Govenmnent Industrial '[ ribunal emn 
Labour CourU Bhubaneswar.^ as shown in tht Anrrojtuu:, 
in the Industrial dispute between the emptoyers in rclatic?n 
to the marLagement of Departm^ of Posts, and their 
workmanp which was received by the Central Govern mciu 
m27-0ft-2008 

f No. L*4O01 */IOa002 ]R(DU>( 
AJAY KLIMAk GAUIC Desk OiTit'cr 

ANNEXimf: 

BEFORIlII ICOmRAliGCWKHNMt:^^ 
INDiO^IALTIUIUJNALCUMtAHOlIRCOUKr 
nilUllANIIlSWAR 

Present; 

SliriN.K.ILMohBpatra, 

' PresJdjitg Officer^ CG*LT*^uiii-Lalww r Om rt, 

' BIntbaiicswar. 

Industriaf Uu|Hitc Case No. 77/2002 
Date of Parsing Award— I Jth July 200ff 
BCTWEKS 

The Managiement of (I) 

The Post Master General, Dqstt. of Posts^ 
Berhampur (Orissa). 

(2) The Senior Supdt. of Posts OtYlcfs, 

Deptt. of Posts^ Komput Divi&lon^ Jeyporc^ 

Kjoraput. .. + 15t Paity-Manageinents. 

(And) 

Their Workman, Smt. Suchiira Behera, 

W/oShri Santosh KutnarPaOnaik, 

At/Po. Kendar, Via. OMP Line SO^ 

Dist. Ro(ra|Hit-764 0 21. .. .2nd Party-Workman 

APPEARANClilS 

Shri P/N, Palv . ^ -For the Ist Party- 

Sr Supdt. of Po!it Offices MAmagetnent No. I ^ 2. 

SmL Such itra Beher a. ., .For KerscLf-the 2nd 

Par^-Wcukman, 
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AWARD 

Th^ Government of India in the M inii>try of I ahour, 
in oj'Powers conferred by Clause ^d) oE suh-jsettLon 

([> and sub^icction 2(A) of Sectit?n 10 of the IndLi^tiiiil 
Disputes Act, ! 947 (N 0 M 947) have referred the foilo wj ng 
dispute for adjudication vide thtir Order Mo. L'40011 ■ ] 0.' 
2003 JK (DU), dated 5-09-2002 

Whether the action of the Mana^cinerd ^f 
Department of Post, Govemmenl oflndia in relation 
to their Senior Supericityndent ofPosL Ollltej Koriapiit 
by terminating the services ofSnU. Suchitra Tleheni, 
ED SPM, Kendar Branch, with effect I I -7-2001 
instead ofrej^ulariy^ing^^considering her for any Either 
Branch is legal and jusiificd? If not, wlmi rcliefihu 
workman is entitled to?^’ 

2. Admittedly one Sanotsli Kumar Pattnaik an P!.\irii 
DepanmenLal Agent, [EDA) was posted as a !:.[). Post 
Master of Kendar B.O. in account wth O.M .P line S.O. 
under Koraput Head Office of Ihc Postal Department. Me 
was guided by a rule called '-Postal & Telegraph Extra 
Departmenlal Agent (Conduct & Service) Rules 1%^. This 
rule was substituted by a fresh Rule called “Gram in a Dak 
Seva (Conduct and Employment) Rules, 2001 and 
accordingly Shri Pattnaik was redesigiiaied as G.D.S.- 
B.P.M. instead E.D.-B.EVM. of Kendar. Linder the above 
two rules a Branch E^ost Master was required lo arrange Sis 
own substitute whi Ic a vailing leave to man the Branch ]^^>t 
Office. Accordingly by suggesting the name of his wife, 
the disputant, as his substitute Shri Paitnaik availed leave 
from time to time ftxini 7-4-2000 on-words. While sanctioning 
leave the competent authority also approved the 
^ngagamcnl of the disputant as a substitute G.D.S. -H.P.M 
It is alleged by the disputant that even though In the nhovc 
process she worked as a G.D.S.-D.P.O substitute 
continuously for mor-c than 240 days she was fermimated 

' Illegally by the Management with effect from 11-7-2001 
without notice or retrench merit compensation as cnvisaj^cd 
under ^cciion 251- of the Industrial Disputes Act. It is her 
further case that instead of lenuinating her the Managccneni 
shoutd have regulari/od her in service considering her 
COtrtinuaus engagement and as ^uch the action oE' the 
Managcivient should be declared as a nullity 

3. The Managenicnl No.l on ihe other hand 
contended that as per the Service Rule and I he circular 
issued, a Gramlna Dak Seva Branch Post Mailer while 
availing leave is to provide a substitute at hb own risk 
subject to the approval of the competent auihorily and 
accordingly the dii^puiant had worked as a substitulc during 
the leave vacancy of her husband ShriS.K. Pallnaik dating 
7"4-2(K)0 (o 10-7-2001. As the disputant had as sucl-i worked 
as a subslilule on the arrangcnionLi made by her husband 
she can not be treated as an employee of the Department 
to claim regularizatiom More so since she was engaged as 
asubsEitule during ihc k;*ve vacancy period of the original 


IPrt^T l[ Siv ][ii)| 


Branch Post Master licr KTiiiiiiaiiori docs not amounts to 
retrenchment. The MuLuigeinerit Ko. 2 llIso Hied liiiciiuuler 
En the above light :jnd during hearing both ihe Manngemcnl 
lurther raised a queistion jegLudiJig [nalsiULinabtliK- kHTIu: 
reference. 

4. On the basis of the pleading of the panics the 
following Lsisucs wore JVuiDcd. 

ISSt.iRS 

1. W- licthcr th 0 l u! LV ci ic e i s i n a i n la i n db le'.^ 

2. Whellicr ll^e aclion oE'the Mjiuigemersl of 
Dcpiirtnicifu of Poils. CmvOnkrnenl ol’liidip in 
relation ii? ihcir Senior SLiperinicndcni ^if I 
Office. Koj af?ut b> [crininy ling the scL viceMd' 
Smt. Sncliiirii tkliera, ]':D UPVI, Kcndar l^moeh 
wLih cffeei fi'oiii 11-7-20(11 inslcad of 
regular iy.iiig.foiLsidering liirr for any other 
Branch i^, legal and justiHed 

j. If not j wltai reliclTlic tvorkinan emit led '! 

5. During hearing the Mariagefncul^i rCniaiileJ abj^ent 
for which (hey were set e^pnne on 17 - ] '200S. I lowc ver. ihc 
docLimcnls filed by [he MLinagcinenl along v=i ilh lliCir 
counter have been marked as Ilxl.-A to r\i-A !-1 I hc 
disputant on the other Imud has e\anhi*cd hcr.sclf as ihe 
sole witness in supi^ort ol'her case. Shi: lias also pi odtitcd 
some leave sanclionc^^^rdcrs of original ITP.O. Shri Santosh 
Kr. Pattnalkaud sonic hand irm over and taking, over charge 
reports to show that liei' engagcimeiit as a .sLib.stLtuiL- G.D.S.- 
B.P.M. w-'as dully appit^vcd by the compcicnt atuhorily. 
1'hcse documertES have been marked as LM.4 m Id. 

ISSUE MOJ.Uunil 111 

6. All thtse i.'isues arc liikcii li]i logclhcr Ebr the 
purpose of convenience. 

Af the very ouEset it may be sEased here ilutt under 
the Grdinina Dak Seea i Conduct EnipJovTineiitj Kules. 
200 I th^ term'"Post Masiei '" lut?: been deruied and the said 
defmiLion is follow-iid b\ two notes. Under No ic No.! the 
Extra IX^parttnciilul Agents Liftpoinled undci- (Conduct and 
Service Rules, 19^-1 hove been treated lo fuive been 
appointed under the siibstiimed Gromirni Diik Seva 
[Conduct and Eimployment) Rules. 2001. Under Noie \o 
2(v} thc&c persons have been ehameten/.cd as (mt.'.ide the 
civil service rules of the 1 inEon ;Liid [hat, they me nol ever* 
entitled to claim paiii^ ukh olhci- hervLnus o1 ihe 
GovemmenEr According U* the sold Rule a G,D.S.-Bi-.iriLh 
Post Ma.^ter tir his sLibslilLite is lo discharge duties of 
responsible nature and Eltcirthity isdil7'ereiiE IVtiiii ihe duties 
which a clerk is supposed to ivndor. I'be re fore these Post 
Masters can not be grouped as workmen to dnwv ihe 
benefits of the Indus trial J)is]:iuies Act and us siiuli ilieir 
cases are not maintainable under the said Act. lufllier- 
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icTRfT wn : IQ, 200S/^ 29, 1930 


[¥irnii—3(Li)] 

more in the oase of Sub-District Inispector of PojiEi, Vikani- 
Versus-Theyyam Joitpab repotted in 1996-ll-LLJ 230 a 
two judge benoh of the Hon'ble Supreme Court have held 
that, function of the Postal E>eparimcnT arc pun of the 
soverei^ function uf the State and Therefore it is not an 
tndu 5 tr>' within the definition of Section 2(j) ofthe Industrial 
Oispules Act. [n view of the above the reference Is held, 
even OTherwisc. not mainlainable in its prc^icni form, the 
Gramma Dak Seva Branch Posl Masters or their substitute 
being the employees of the J^ostal Department. 

7. L-ven considering otherwise that the Poital 
Departiiacntal (Mana^emofitNo. I &2)isaTi industry wEthin 
the dei 1 n ition of the term, I he facts narrated by the d isputanl 
and the documents produced by both the parties reveal 
otherwise That the workman is not entitled fr>r any reliet 
under the I. D. Ael. The leave sanction orders of The original 
3ranch Post Master Shri Saninsh Kumar Putinaik as 
produced by the disputant and similar other left oui leave 
sanctiem orders as produced by the ManagcmenT show 
that Shri S.K, Pattnaik remained on leave coirtinunusly ftion^ 
month To month from 7-d-2000 to 10-7-2001 (except 
1 i -4-200 ] arrd 12-4-2001) by keeping the d i sputiml (his wife) 
as his substilule of Kcndar B.P.O. and ai the same time 
worked as B.P.O. in charge of another Post Office at 
DumurEput. (Jiidcr Lhe Rules 2001 a Post Master oi the 
above nature Is not permitted lo take continuous leave for 
90 days but in exceptlOdiAI circumstances hecati be allowed 
to take further leave bui not exceeding days and ihat 
during such leave period he would not get any pay or 
other allowancci and his said benefits would be paid to his 
subi^titute. Therefore, as it seems the engagement of ilie 
disputant to work as substitute fur more than 240 days was 
de I i berate Iy made so as U> pro v i de a hand I c to her to cl ai m 
regularization. Further, as such substitute or casual 
labourers engaged cominuously for years have go I no 
right to claim regularization at par with a regular employee 
and such regularization being only possible In case of a 
similar provisions in the status/Rules, the disputant is aliO 
not oihetwise entitled lo be regularized due to absence of 
such a provision in the Rules. 

S. Thus in any view' of the matter lhe disputant is not 
entitled for any rel icf. More so the present reference is also 
held not mairitainable in its present form for the 
Managements in question not being an Induiitry within 
the definition of the rndustrial Disputes Ati. 

N.K.R. MODAFATKA. Presiding Officer 

LtS'll OF WITM^SSBS EX AMlfVEDON 13EDALF 
OFTHE 2ND PARTY-WOKKMAN 

W.W.-. SinT. Suchitra Deficra. 


LIST OF DOCIJM E NTS EXh I SITED ON OKI I ALP' OK 
1H E 2ntl PARTY WORKMAN 

Ext.-I ' Charge handing over report. 

HNt.-2 - Ch arge hand ing over report. 

Ext-3 - Charge handing over report on 10-4-2001. 

ExL-4 - Charge handing over report on 12-4-2(M) I. 

ExI-- 5 - Copy of letter N o. 4-2 j 9.^PF, dated 12^-2000 of 
Sr. SupdL of Post Offices, Koraput Division. 
Jeyporc (K>. 

F-vt.-6 - Copy of kttei No. A-239/PE’ dated 3-5-2001 of 

Sr. Supdi- of Post Offices. Koraput Division* 
Jeypore(KY 

Ex(.-7 - Copy ofCireular. 

Ext,-8 - Copy 0 fC ircular. 

Ext-9 - Copy of C ireul ar. 

Ext. - so - Office order dated 5-4'2000. 

Ext -1 ] - Office order dated 12 -6-2000. 

ExL-] 2 - Leave sanction order dated 13^4-2000 of 
S. K. Pattnaik. 

E^t.-13- Leave sanction order dated 5-7-2000 nf 
5i.K. Patfnaik. 

Ext.-14 - Leave sanction order dated 1-9-2000 of 
S. K. Pattnaik. 

Ext.-15 - Leave sanction order dalcd T7-I0-20O0 ol 
S, K- Pattnaik. 

Fjtt.-l6 - Leave sanction order dated 2-2-2001 <>!' 
S,K, Pattnaik. 

LIST OF WITNESSES ON BEHALF OK TtlK 
ini PARTY MANAGEMENT 

3(>lh the Managements have not examined their Witnesses. 

LISTOFI>OCUMENTS EXHim I EDONBKHAI4-OK 
THE 1st PARTY MANAGEJVlEhrr 

No documenifi have also been marked by both ihe 
ManagemeriEs. 

^ fe#. 27 iTW, 20()S 

2656—^’l^'lf’ldi 1^^ \ w 

^ 14) ^ TOT 1 7 T ^ 

Tiw 294/2001) ^ t. ^ ^ 

27^8-2tM)y W ^ I 

[U 12012/325/1995-«^3iR{^ 11)1 


3339GI/06—1b 
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Xn*- Dolhi. die Till 200K 

^SrOr 2056 ^—In fiurjiinricc nf St;uti[m 17 of iJic 
liiJiLiiruil Ael. 1947 (14 of l‘?47). tht Cental 

GthVk;ri II1 lei KI k-[^ b}' pu 1>I ijiheg iht ( K ef. N o 2 9A:-'1 \)(M ) 

nf lOc C l'HUljI 0(i\en>inerii En^Ju^^^■ial Tribunal-cuni-l .atiour 
{ 'oLirt. I ilnihj!]iL::>.\i.'jr^is >Eiin^n in I be Annexure in du; Indnstirial 
dispnie pel ween the employer in TLlalitm Lt> the iTiftnn^eineril 
ulXX'i ilrul I l:.Lrik A \ nd and (I jei r xvorkiiien, wh itifi l eti: i ved 

by thg C 'enirni < luveinineiit on 27-0S-200fl. 

I No. ].-1201 23 ; ] 993 -[ l< { l^l I ) | 
R A.r IN! 71 - R K LJ VIA R. I >L:.sk O t'j ieer 

anm;\^'rk 

CFMILAL <;OVKRNMKfVl iMKiS miAL 
I F^IliFSAr-Cl M-I.AlWK'It COI RT 
l51l|!|!ANES\VAk 


kresoril : 

Shri N K R Mofnipiiim, 

E'rLihLLhii^OniLur, r.t I I T-cmn-l.JibotirLNiLn'l. 
EihLili^Lnes^^^ir. 

Ti\ INLJLSTklALntSPL'TKCASF No. 2^)-l/2(Jin 
f Ink- A win-d -1 Mil July. 200^1 

IM-IAVFFN 

3 lie Vlnini;2^'niein Tlte Riviimli Myini^er, 

LNniTiiS IPuik ol lndiil. 

At tii>pLibtLnLlhL] L'ldOx^■k. nh^ibLine.^wnr. 

... )st J^yrly-Mynii^emesU 

And 

TJieif A'oi knuin. SiiriAlekh Eiilinri Jleul. 

At. GuLipu?. E' U. hbijluliarsn 

Vi:j. Kniiai.oMpLir Disl. KlLurda. Oi iss:i. 

.. .Znd Fany-Worktiiau. 
Ai'!M;Ak.v>JC>:s 


MA. ibk' R.-.4w=C 
■Vs^ot'esniA .■■W^ os::4.;. 

VIX Lk'.:. P.jsli.i 

■V . _■ \ '.^L :-e. 

AWAI4D 


.[-'or the 1st l^iinv 
ManneeinenL 
.. .E’orlUe 2iid 
Pjfly- Woi kiniin. 


vh'VeJ'in!f^ie"> Lil'lndni in the Vlinislry fjn.Libdiir. 
f;: L■\L;li;3seoI'■p^^^^^;l>: u s.iiit'=-': iT4,'tl by Ckiu^e (i]}ot'Mili--.eL'l]on 
■ ; = 4:o.i j.iiT'rieetioii ZtAi u Seeliori U' oFihe l[■dL..^triil1 
I Ji i .: A lA . ? 94 i I . 9 ^ 7 i jA' 1 Vvivd the ■ i lo>^ ini' 

d : j vu' e KW .Tift: n t i e. n i ■ ?n v^dc (bei r Order N o.! . -12012 ■ >2 5 ■' 

"Wbe'-hi-r ilie nStiism V^iina^.ement sjiN.A. rn.-Ld 

E^nnk 0? indij lertTniinie SR. .Alekfi iMi-.ivi j'um^ 
1 . r^ C ■.: -.j^d Wof h (1 i^i!: iVoi^ 1 set v sl e tstlcl deil slp? o E ? u ui h ■ r- 
c I lip k ! r.eni fV' Jill J f=3i e, I t :i ncl mn^'ixn^' J-ir i i i k m 
f.d hi.'i ^eiviuui i^- hisOlieJ ntnd 1 c;;aI 7 I^' riei 
reliel'ii ihe ui-sputiiNL enOsied io?” 

2r Admiucdly^ tlie ^^^^knli^il wjs ertpciLic^l js a 

lenipornry stib-slalT on daply wa^e mi Uie 

egtablisfunom of the 1st I^Jity-Mana^etneni Iknik Miiiaied 


near Gopabandhu Chuuk. EJiubjnesw^ir. FrutiL in mull lu 
montli he was engaged eilher d?^ n suh-sta(Tor on other- 
works like cleaning oT the bank building iintl otbei- 
miscellajioinj^ work. VVlide 1se was so eontjntiing he 
refused employment from hme. 1991 without anv odvLjnee 
imlice or retreiichiincnt cumjiensLition. Jl is tilleged by the 
workman that, by the time ho was so temiin.ued he hiiil 
already worked eontintjously tor 240 days in tin; preceeding 
year and as such the terniinaJi^m was bn<i. On tlie other 
hand he took a hiriher sIljiuI tlurijig irial tlinU tEuriiig 1991 
The Manage men I tn order to re^tilan/o (emporu^^ worked’ 
like him issued a cireukir nsid ill so eondueted iieL;es>:ny 
LTit erv tew o f al I th e t eri i p n ra r>- r k ers. ) iui t. e^ e n 1 1 lo ngfi. 
LIS per the tireTtlar he slioiild fiavi: been regLikin/L-d 
autonuittcally i^onsidej itiL^ liis utuitinumis eiigLigenieiit Im¬ 
mure tliLsn 240 days in a juiriieiikLr ^eijr. the VkirLiigenierii 
usked him to partiniptiie ii-i .j ^elemion test Lind idiimLnuK 
tentiiMrited him without legolari/atitm. Challoruju'ig Ihe 
above lerminatitin, llie wtjrktiiLin iLtised llh hid List rut I 
Disputes and I lion tilctl 0..l.C\ 2995"y5 hulbt-e tlieJIondile 
3 li^h Court when he IdtJit;] the Guvermiierii ruii Inkrcuicil 
to reler liis CLise to the 1 1 iIujiuiI, E lowever, on the ho^is lU 
ati order 0 1 the Mon’hleCuuil (hetku et-mnetu refei-rcd ihc 
present dispute jbrLjdjudiuLLikiii. 11 ts ori I'eeurd lIulI in sh()0 
11 le di spulan r ft I ed an o Lti ei (X .1 .C. 2 ? .'2 (h) [) I oi ll d it-ue t iui i 

t u d is pose o Hii s [y\: si d i n e i epn t; se m lu i o ri lb i- regt i la r i /ai io 11 . 
As per [hcdirceiioii o1 the E hmlde roui'l ihe MitsiLiL^ inent 
turrujd down tlie ret|LiesE ]o^ jeutilLii i^ Lit tors h\fiilu: 
considering the rtpiCseiUiUlon which w-a^ ihe stthfe^il- 
inatter of tfie aEioee i)..I.C 

J. Admittin g 11 sat 1 1 le w or k i nari was u ni^aucd I'rt n si 19M 7 
till June 199 R it is aver re:! h\ ihe MLsnag^enient ihLit diLniMj 
the ah^sve period dte ^Mirkuiau w;j:^ only engLigetl as jikI 
when rot^uired againu ^i>iiie Icai-e VLtcjnc>- ^?1'u stib■^1itlT 
as also 111 some either OL:t:a=;ions I hr tic an tug uJ tlie oil ice 
etc. Mis above cugogemcdl not being ijoniiiuious and lis 
he had not ebmpitted 2^0 days during 12 montlis he 
was tei iniriated ^^itluuit luUiee I'r reii eiicfiinL-iU 
compensation iri the iikuimi of.ltme 1991. i^eieLL-me to the 
stand taken by the workniLsn dtiring triiil tllal on Ibe hiiMS 
oFllie result of the iriiuiMcu held tkirtng !99f)-f90| he 
sliotild Jiave been i-i:g!ji:iJ-i/L\l. the vtanagemenlduL-ijig tc ial 
tame up with th^' isRli il-iut tuiJer tkie tiieukir duti^d 
12-3-1991 a tcsnpt-^rary l- i j : pi ny ei- w nrk i iig i -otu i; uiiv i.sK Ibr 
2^0 (Jays in any cai\;ij'.!.ir year bcfs'-eLii i lo 

7 I - J2-I \^j&o:i!y kN’ie ith.^r-rbLvi auloriiaticnjl !y htu since 
thi: workman had not On.rk-^r[ ib;- period m the ttnic 
ihe ManAgcmcot took op di/ muEtm- m regtil.sri/.e the 
icmporary CEiipluieev he could ru4 be ^uirmtiaiicnlK 
regLi iari zed .' I lierv i nre, ’ i s; i '.e sli I d d rc itki i' lie w-^ iv C4 11 etl 
tipcn to fate a ijiudilyfrig wrd riiit he cijitld ooi be Jb^m-beL! 
Eis his chance did rsot c^='no wiiliir: ihe cjt oti Jistc wlule 
fdhng up the vaeaneic-s -Ahih ilue ti^ rhe r^-seiMitio'i 

policy. El is furlhcr uuii ten tied ihut tliL: dispnl.ml liLid nm 
secured 9th position in tlic wait list Luid as such Ins 
allegation tliatliis jimi^u-s \'LL-rc regulari/ed igiim-ing nl him 
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is tolally false and ba.scless. In the above background the 
Marjagement in nut shell has alleged thal the termination 
of the workman wa 5 not at all bad either way 

4. On the basis of the above pleadings of the parties 
the following issues were franted. 

ISSUES 

L Whether the reference is maintainable? 

2 Whether the action ofthe Management of Central 
Bank of India to terminate Sliri Alekh Bihari Rout, 
HH-Casaol Workman from service and denial of 
further empJoyment from June 1991 and non- 
regularization of his services is justified 7 

3. To what relief the disputant Is cnthled ? 

5 Besides examining himself, the workman has 
exhibited certain documents marked Hxx -1 to 9 in £uppi>rt 
of his case. The Management on the other hand has 
examined two witnesses and marked Ext.-A and B in support 
of its case. 

FiNDirsas 

ISSUE NftT 

6. There being no substantial challenge from the side 
of the Management as to the non-maintainability of the 
reference, I he said issue isansw&rcd affirmatively holding 
that the reference is mainiainable in its present form. 

ISSUE NO. II & III 

7. These two iisuei are taken up togelher for the 
purpose of eonvenienec- 

Under Section 25-F of the Industrial Disputes Act 
no workman employed in any industty continuous for non 
less lhan one year shall be retrenched by the employer 
until the workman has been given one month's notice or 
he hai been paid in lieu of such notice wages for the period 
of notice. In addition to that he is also to be paid necessary 
retrenchment compensation and the appropriate 
Ciovermnent should also be iniimated about such 
retrenchment. Section 25-B sub-seclion (1} of the Act 
defines what amounts to continuous service and how it is 
to be calculated. Sub-Section (2) says where a workman is 
not in continuous service with in the meaning ofsub-seclion 
(!) lie shall be deemed lo be in continuous service for a 
period of one year ifthc workman, during a period of twelve 
month prcceeding the dale with reference to whkh 
calcLiliibon is to he made, has actually worked for not less 
than 240 days. Thus according to the above., while 
nakiilatmg the continuous period of engagement over a 
■period of 12 inonth.^ it is not necessarily required that,one 
should have worked continuously for 24(1 days. Thus for 
[he purpose of 25‘r ofthe Industrial Disputes Aci it is not 
necc.^-sarily lo be shown that one hud worked continuously 
wiihoui break for a period ofldO days. Rather as per Section 


35(B)(2) a W'orkman shall be deemed to have worked 
conlintiously for one year if he has worked for a ttihil period 
of 240 days during the prccccdinji 12 months. FM.-I an 
official documenl ofthe Management shows that during, 
the calendar year of 1989 the workman had worked 20fi 
days and in addition lo that he was allowed to n vail holidays 
for 34 days, bringing the total cn^gcinent period to 240 
days. Likewise during ihc calendar year of 1990 he had 
also worked for days as casual labour and 138 days 
otherwise for cleaning of branch prcinhcs. besides a vai I mg 
45 day's as holidays, bringing his total engagement period 
to 279 days by end of Dcccmhcr 1990. The said period of 
279 days being in between June to Deccinbcr 1990. by ihc 
time the workman was terminated in June 1991, he should 
have worked for more than 240 days between June 1990 to 
June 199], The Management has of course Hied a chan 
(Exi - A) showing month-wise and year-wise engagcinciil 
period. Bui on comparison ofthe same with Lsl.-I il is 
ascertained that the Management has prepared (he h^^t ol 
working days of both 1989 and 19911 hy excluding (he 
holidays allowed tn the workman as ulst) ihe olher period 
during which he was engaged Btr cleaning ihc olTicc during 
1990. Since holidays alloAvcd to a worker is also (o he 
counicd while calculating his contmtious service it is to he 
held according to Ext.-1 that the workman hud worked 
continuously for 240 day.'^ by the time he was (erm inn ted in 
June 1991. As admittedly no adv:jnte noiicc or 
compensation in lieu there of has been paid to the woiknntm 
at the liine of such tcrminalion. the above action of the 
ManagemenL is hereby held bad under law for non- 
compliance ofScct bn 25-r'ofthe [ndusti'iai Disipules Act. 

8. As regards lo the other aspects of the caiic. ii is 
now 10 be seen as to whether the Management was giiiky 
of not regularizing the workman and whelhcr ihc work man 
was terminated iq avoid regularization. Banking upon a 
circular daivd 12-3-1991 marked as Exi.-9 li was argued by 
the workman that since he had aircady woiiedfor24ftdays 
by end of December 1990, he, aecoiding (o ihe above 
circular should have been rcgularii^ed withoo( subictling 
him to any test. The Management on (he olher h^nd 
corUended that since during the turrcncy period of the 
circular (he ^vorkman bad not w-orked for 24fl days over o 
period of 12 months in any oflhe'prceecdmg U'urs. he ih 
not eligible for automatic rcgularizationas per iheeircuhir 
and therefore, as per the o(her prov Isons of (he circular he 
was asked lo attend the interview-and Liitim:i(ely Eciminalcd 
when his dumce did not reach. As against the saire ihe 
workman argued thal in (lie qualifying list his ptisiLioii wu.h 
9 but in ignorance of ihc some, some of hK juniors .such 
^^rihathha Sahoo and Nara Oram were regu[arived, fn 
suppen of said argument the woikinan drew (he ailcniioin 
ofthe Court lo the qualifying list marked hxl.-3/ A, Hut Ihc 
very- list Indicutci. thal the persons have not hecn li^lcd 
mcrh'wisc. After going through the said list and the marks' 
obtained by each candidates it Is ascertained that nn nicrri 
basis the ptjsition workman would come much below- 9 und 
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Ihcncfnrc, his stand thiit Ins juniors '•ww piO]LJi4;.d LLiniriiiL; 
him falls lo thi; jirouncl. In .>LHjh circuits'iintx-s. ih;: ^i:i:id 
I akcn by t h? M an 3 ^ctti ent tli at u- i i f 1 1 i i iv^ i.i p it i l" i k-v 

wilh due regard lo (he pL^liiJv. Iii.-. vhoiK-.- d ■:! 

rot conic is only to be hclio^cd. 

9. As re^iirds ihc other stand oHhu w^n kman di.K :il^ 
should have Te\yuLiii/.cd tOitoniriEltolly \viihotJ^ oiiy 
qualifying test to uhioh he sbbjfcted. [\\c eiivihjT 
marked as Fixt.-9 sho^^!i i]ui( ihe itin 

basis ofa settlenieni bt:l^veon tlie tiank jjlJ All t.\:i:ir :d 
Bank Employees F'edei olion and oiherreco^ni/L'd ni:i>^i ire¬ 
union of Award stair. Wfnle evLii^-in^ sLiitjhIe iioini^ !d]- 
giving one time oppLiiHiiiities to .a] I tliose fK^ w iwc .'d 

as temporaryveasual eniployecs on or a fie r I -1-1 diL- 

said circular wias isjiued. Actoidin^So Itcjn >.\ und 
temporary- employees who were put m 2-in d^ws lip to 
51-12'1990 were tn be con.si<icreti lor ;ibso]ptK>ii ii: [li^- 
avaibbic vacancies w-UJiout any tc.it or iiUeiw-iew wliliou: 
insisiing for their qualification and luuI ?.jlIi 
regularizaliLui were to be made ^ir:st befdie mk- 

Other course of rcgitliiri^in^ (hrough interview‘i oi'n^ow 
who had nol \vorked fnr 240 days. Insotbi' as tJie Cii-c ot' 
the dispulani is concerned it is ndmiued b\ the 
Manaj^cmefit ttiai he was working as j leinponiiy ^w^ri-.L-r 
from I9B7 ril[ he was (ertninafed m Jone. I9')l. I nin - the 
discussions made in the previeuft paca ir i^ rtjrth;:r eiv-^inJ 
clear lhat as per F:\i.-1 the w-orkniLin had woi keii ioi' 
279 days includnig 45 sdmi^sible holLdLKs by ^nd el' 
E>ecembi;r 1990. IHui since he had ictiJercd stJcli wr^ice 
during May to l^ccembcr 1990 without workinr-. Irnni 
ianuary lo Apri[ I 990. it argued by the MLiLitg^-ii:;,'!H 
that since the ivyrkntaii had [U4 worked contintioD^b. ibr a 
period ofl 2 n 1 ^>nLh^ ending in December loop his u:we v■.i:^ 
not considered under Clause j. 1. 3.2 tfe 3.3 ol'ilie ^L^^^^e 
circular. Rather as perthe other provision^: ol’tiie eirii-lur 
he was allowed to parlitipute in the infcrvicw In ^o tor ns 
Ihe above argument of (he Managemcnl it be poiniL'd out 
lhat the term eonnittious period of 12 moniiis iippiMi-^og 
in the said eircubr i^ not be cninputed tiiathejnulicuHv :nLL 
it 15 to be computed libeially nis llie (enn ”C^^olirij-:".j.-^ 
Service' has been delined under Section I"'-1^:2) ^4 hiu 
Induilrial Disputes .Ale ^inee undci' Ckiu^e 25-fiij! a 
person would be dt^cmed to he m cooiinuou.-^ sureiL\-- fv ii 
perHxl of one year if he )i as w oik ed for 2 41 s ihi v ^ d or 111 g 
period of 12 cuk’Tjduv mi>nih preecdins uh- viotu w itfi 
reference to which cakulutiun i.'i lobc made nind ixu- th,: 
earlier discussion the w-ivkmao hod worked for more tivin 
240 days during Ji.iid 1 2 nwnh^ of I 99(k he '^Iu-joIlI ii.ive 
been absorbed in iIil: immediate a voidable ^flCtlrjuK^- ih itiu^Lit 
any test and interview per Clause i. .V2 fa- 

circular marked E>Lf-9. The ^ame htu ine noi !vlt. tu- 

thcrefore held Thai ihe MunLigcjiient i^ ojik-. ■■■: 
absorbing him [[nnicdiaiely tjio ii^■th^JblL Viie-i iv-CS 

Thus in the result., it is held ilnn the aLiion dw 
Management in terminating die work in an is noi oii!;-. i\v 
but his action nficrtnimitinti htiii o ithoul revidOHAtti^'-o 


I far- )l Sk- hiii| 

held rti In: \ iololk\- of il-^- -^ tth'i ieiii rLMched wi|:i Vi^.- 
['edLT:iLioii. 

lo In \ itw^' oi "I:- ^I■^L :i--.iii:i^ ii-.,kIl' til^^ve. tliu 
Mono.gctneiit i.^ JirL-ek-^l := ■ is b i ia- ^--i kinttn hnok'diiiK-1> 
os a)l Award Siaff wi'k =i-.ii Ik-oefiK fi-oisi lin- diik- on 
\^biLh oihers haw bLn-i' -.i.l.:! i^l-i! !-. y.i-.y .V L .’.2 

Odd 3.3. oftltL' (■ !:\ i:Lir ■.■.iit:.! l 2 --|ou| m -^^-Oi ujd^ 

e(unpen.^ntion (eoiiyiiu iLl.a-.-.!: :i'' Rs .'U.iUlii ru'.hai-Lk '-'■.iL-k 
\v:jses and litigotloii ■.-iktil.iled on ^l|l ^oolaee 

basis. 

M . [ I le rc I I'e; i ^ ..; i - o- ^ ^ :: i eC'. o 4 :n: ■. ^ 

K. R. 3T !|I.^[:M K.A. I're.idiii. ( Ulkei 

11S1 oi wi iM’ssi si \yMi\i noN iti:ii\i I <)i 
TIIF: 2iid PARTY WOUKWW 
\V.W.-| - Shri Alek!- i!.h:i:- l^H:t. 

I IS] on>o<iAi]:M sr xiiiiii I i ixiN ui it si i t^i 

II ii; 2M> PAUTY-\V(iUK M a N 

I'At.-l - Delailsolvvi'ikii . ^I.hi4'll\- 
E -.M.-l - f o p V L'l I 011 u. i.- . I! ^ .1 ; I; \'o. (.' O 0 1 1 ' ^ | j' U , I [ L d 
4-Id-i 990. 

EL\t-3 - Cop> Ld'KeLrLiilLiij.it Il-.-L lor the p^wtol >Lib-sl.itl 
]ieldoo:4-:-o. 

L. M.-j-A - l^tnel id" L\i>t:.5l ^M^rkei-^ piefiaiL'd h; the 

Manage me nt i-i 'f'-l 

' Cop^ of the i^i\kr of tlie l.ahoto t. onrt. 
Hhiibilneswiii p/. :-'^--.: in M (' So 1 1900. 

E:\L.o - Coy} of ihe reiV'. \4'':lk! Monnueoiein dtavd 
2b'9'l99n given h- ilieR I t’K'j. BbtihaiiL'vo.ir. 
LM.-6 - <;opy of [lx- Hoii'hle High C nun i'i <) .1 T. 
No. 799 

I-A-1.-7 - Order of liu? floo'hle High Comt ]ii 0..?.f. 
No. 2 593 .-2 non 

f-.vl-S - Coyy of ie]ii\A-. |■■.|l■;.ln or tbe ^\oiloii.to tkiu d 
22-7-2(}()(? ad(■:l■L■■^■^e^1 !ii ihe \-1rinoy.eineni m 
put sLiLintel^.) til..'^v■^lL■■l o\ iheElturble I ligli Oourt 
l\vt.-9 - Copy of die Liio.ik!;' i^ox-d Iw thn MaiLuguiiieiu 
i'ojf teuohit i^J:i ajo .Mwni ption of kiopm'ioy 
employue^ 

VlAllK-X-Copv of die ^ v:iix,0u'gc antLd bv the lh tjra;h 
.Mtinager o['(he ITink rei-.v\[ir.y i!ie Liiedecii’icm of the 
v^-orkman. 

LiSi OV AAlINKSsiS OS IJKEI Sl.KOK lEli; I si 
}^AR'rV\^A:^AC^.M] ;^ I 

M. VV.-l ^ Shri Sbilv. |■|■■.,.:4 \,,yak. 

MSV.-2 - Shri Asi-^ Kill:i::i C InatLi jee. 

ITS IOK DOCliMi M S i AElllH N:i>f>N EtKflAll OK 
THE Uf EUkfV-MAN.sc;!::\ii;v[ 

I ■' \t.-A - C opy o f L. o !i V:! ■ do led t: it l- i neti t !e lice tin;: :h u 
ruiniher L'l'd.i-^-- \\\o \\OikoKin lah worlx\l In eti^fi 
month duriny i oOfi 

lAt.-I^ - c;’opy ot the p.-ne! el -.msju! ■.Mii kv.:s 


rill- (]A7I-:TIT of IXO[A:Sl-:fn f-:MHE-:R 2a,2Uf)S..-R[IA]9KA29. 19^0 
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^5#, 27 mm, 2008 

WI.3IT, 2657.—atialpRi 1947 

(J947 ^ ]4) ^ iTO 17 « *-<1^ 

"ift. 1^, iRtnn ^ R*il'»i<Tit 3^1? d-i^ »4<»iit!i 

^fleilfii^i "^nngi ■'Nk (itc^ ^i®if 77/2006) ^ 

si^il^n •ttttJl ^1 ^ '|>*rI*i ^T 27‘”8~08 I 

[Ti. T?^-22012/326/2005-301 a4n(#?il-ll)] 

ann ■<fe, "imi 

New Delhi, the 27th August, 2008 

S.O, 2657,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 <14 of 1947), the Central 
C^emment hereby publishes the award (Ref >10.77/2006) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Nagpur, as shown in the Anoexure, in the indusiTial 
Dispute between the tnanageincm of Western Coalfields 
Limited, and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 27'8-2008, 

(No, ^220l2/326/2O05.|R(CM.|l)] 
AJAY K.UMAR 0 AUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

SEFORESHRI A,N, YADAV, I^ESIDINC OEUCER, 
CCrr-CUM-LABOURDOLrRT, NAGPUR 

CaselVo,77 /2O06 Daite27.062008 

The py. General Secreiaiy, 

Rashtriya Koyala Khadan Mazdoor Sangh(lN77JC), 
Region Chandmeta, District Chhindwara (M.P.) 

.Party No, I 

Versus 

The Chief General Manager, 

Western Coalfield Ltd,, Pench Area, Parasia, District 
Chhindwara (M.P.) 

.Party No. 2 

AWARD 

The Central Government after satisfying the 
CKistence of disputes between The General Secretary, 
RasKtriya Koyla Khadan Mazdoor Sangh (INTUC), Region 
Chaiidineta, District Ctiliindwara(M, P,), Party No. I and 
The Chief General Manager, Western Coalfield Ltd,, Pench 
Area, Parasia, District Chhindwara (M.P,), Party No, 2 
referred the same for adjudication to this Tribunal vide its 
letter No, 1^220 12/326/2005-1R( CM-Il)dt. 09-10-2006 under 
clause (d) of sub section (I) and sub section <2 A) of Sect ion 
10 of ID Act with the following schedule : 

2, “Whether the action of the management of 
M/s, Western Coalfields Limited in tenninaling the services 
ofShri Jalaluddin w.e,f 31 -05-2000 is legal and justified?. If 
not, to what relief is the workman entitled?'* 
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3 . The reference came for heufringon 27-06-2008, T'hc 
petitioner and his cotinscl are absent, Tlte counsel for the 
respondent is present. It seems that on reccipi of the order 
of the appropriate govern ment, the parties wei c served 
with the notices. However right from die beginning of the 
dispute the petitioner did not turn to the Court, It seems 
that the petitioner has no interest in conducting the case. 
He has not even filed a Statement of Claim (hough he wa,s 
served in the year 2006 only. No reasons to continue the 
case and adjourn from time lo time. The respondent.' 
management appeared and filed its Written Statement. 
Heikce the reference is disposed of for the default of the 
petitioner and this no dispute Award lias been issued. 

A, N, YADAV, Presiding Officer 

1X5#, 27 3PI1<f. 2008 

^,3n, 2656.—sftnHxxr 1^ 1947 

(1947 X>( 14) *r>l XRT 17 ^ R, 

113, 3R1RR1 ^ a-i'T* ^*l<6isj 

^ afhSOfrRi fqqm ^ 

4 l l «j | P ( 4 > aiftwtni ^ iratg (^»t wir 35/1992) 

^ v°r>i1vicl XRffl TRXiR XO Z7-S-08 # 81*0 

f 3n *tt I 

[R 1(3-2201 2 / 3 77/1990-311^ 31R(^ -1!) I 

3t^*t ^TlS, 

New Delhi, the 27th August. 2008 

S,0, 2658,—In pursuance of Section 17 of (he 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 <14 of !947>. the Central 
Government hereby publishes the avrard (Ref. No. 35/1992) 
of the Central Govemmcni Industrial I ribunal-cum-l ahour 
Court, Jabalpur, as shown in (he Anncxurc. in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of WC). and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 27-8-2008, 

(No. L-22012/377/I990-1R (C-ll)| 
AJAY KUMAR CiAUR, [XskOmccr 
ANNhlXIJKE 

BEFORE TITE CENTRAI, fXlVKRlMIVIEN'r 
INDU^IAL TftlBUNAlX:UM-I^Bt)lJR COUKl, 
JABALPUR 
NO.CGtT/LCyR/35/92 
PRESIDING Omcer; ShriC. M. Singh 
The General Sccnaaiy, 

M.P. K,K.M.P.<H.M,S), 

P, O. Jutinardco, 

Distt Chhindwara (M.P.) Woiltman/Union 

Versus 

The Manager, 

Nandan Collieiy, 

P.O.Nandan, 

Oistt, Chhindwara(MP) Management 
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\V\.i\ It Si "S li 11 


Tiir; GAzr f fi: gf- ingia sr.mAiHrR 20 , 200 ^^ 


AWAltl) 

Passed on tliis 13Lh diiy oT 20US 

I. The Govemmeiu of India. Minislr)= of Liihoiir vide 
ii5Noiini:4nonNo.[.-:2[)l2;-377-<>0dkfCd[)d:Li^^^ I 

has referred tht following dispuk- lor ad judical ion by ttiis 
tribunal l--- 

“Whclhi;i- the action [>rilK' inanii^^^tnenl of N anti an 
Colliery No.) WCC, Kanban Area, in lerniluaUn” ihu 
services of'Shri Rarnesh DTMCT.No.24S I 

;v,e,l- is le^^al and JusliUcd''.^ FJ'nob U* ^vlait 

ifdicftho >A-orkman konlilkd eo'' " 

Z ! he case of workman Shi j [^aaicsh.'lbiion mi brier" 
Is as follows. That be w-as a peioianetu worker. Ik- bad 
fallen ill at bis vjlki^e otid w-ys under jnedical LivalincnT of 
a village [!)0C(0r. I le l^ad icilonned [lie mariLiyciinei^E by bis 
co-\v^>rkcr and in wriEin^^also Aticr liaving i ccovcrcd. be 
wiini Lo rcsLJiTie his duties but he \vn.s handed over a kiter 
of d isrnEssal. That he was dismissed for no limit vide krter 
dalcd 6-fi-S9. I'hitl he was neither chEiriicshcete:] ntu itri_\ 
enquiry was conducted a^iainit him. Theyeforc the oyJcr oI" 
disniiisal illegal. It is prayed iJiet the said order be set 
Fisidc and workman Sbri Pitniesli be nejji-.Uised with nil back 
wages arid benefits. 

n. 'Mlc oj'the ilianaguiDenl in bneJ i'; tliLil lie 
workisntn was appointed crnjdoyee uf ilie innntLgeiiien! 
on j I-IO-Kj. 1 Ic was a habiumhib>en(ee witbutti infdnMnriii]i 
nr s:i net toned leave, l-'or rem.nning iiLisein c<^nti^ltll'u^ly 
widsoul inloiinatjon and sanctioned leave, he vwts is:^ued a 
chnrgcsl^eet blared Ati L-nLfLiir\ wwy. etuuluuiCiJ mio 

the charges levelled aeaiiisi Jtiin legLiJK and piopcily 
I'oHow-irie the principles ol'ruLlnra] rusLice. The-kiiL|uiry 
OlHiCei suhinilleJ his report with ibe [Indinps that the 
charges levelletl against iFie^vorkmaii me loLiud a^ pr^>ved. 
On the btisis of Llic llntlings subiniuetl b^ the I'.nLiuiiy 
OP'icei'. the Competent Authortt\ vide order JeteLl 
imposed punisbmenl of di^ntl^su) ifom seniccs on the 
workn>aii Shri Raniesh. 

■■1. My learned pncdccessni' in ol'licc .ifLer Iul^ iuv iiCdSi d 
the parties and going through ihe evidence on record, 
recorded hks findings on I2-4-S6 holding that the 
Dcparlrncntu! Lnpuiry is illegal and ini proper. Ihe Sidd 
(indings of my learned prcdece^Mn in olf ice shall hnKii part 
of the awasrd. 

^ My learned predetessor in ol’dre Jived a dale for 
evidence of the management 

(}r Vide order datcd 21 -74}5 1 las'.ed oml 1 e urdersileel 
of 111 is reference proeeeding. the reference proceeded 
exparte again^l the workman. 

7 . 'fhe man age 111 enL for pixn-itig die mi^cotiducE ol" 
the workman Hied affidavit oflheit w itness Shri .Anil Mishra, 
then posted its Manager in Nandan Miue No ) of WCL. 
Kanhan Area. 

S. ] have heard Shri A.K.Sbasld, .Advocate I dr the 
inanagcnieiit and perused die evidence on record 


i he case of rho ]n:inapi:rncnt i.-^ hilt\ oMi.tbli^liLd 
and proved from the uncrMi Em verted and inichLilleiigeil 
affidavil of inanagemein's witness Shri Ami Mi.-.lii it 
Therefore the reference dewrves to be decided iit I'inooE' 
ol'l he manpgemenI and aga i i L^ 11 1 te w 11 rk n w U r i io 11 w i 11 1 on ? 
any orders as to costs. 

K). In view-of the liKwo. the ivfci cncc- i-^ decided in 
favour of ihe maraijgc me nl tmd ugaiito the workmon I.hti^m 
wblhout any orders as io ciii^t-n hnitling ili^it llw aclion of 
ihc m anag;tmei;l ot" N ui>tL 11 t. \d 1 1 c t N tn 1 \\X'. L. K an 3i lLi i 
Arca^ in icnninaling the -nCiA iLes l>J Slin kainesh 
S/o bbangflT IMT I-No .MSI w.o.f. is kya) iind 

ju^lificd and con.^cqtiei^tly ihe v^nrkinuEi is noi eiititkd ti^ 
any relief. 

1 I. L.cl ihc topics i>r'tFie ;u^^Ll■i^ be scar lo the 
Govcminenl ol'India, Minislry oJ I abnui A l-mi'jlLW iiil-ih 
per mJes. 

G. M. SJSGi:. TicsklincnJllLL-r 
^^7^, ::7 jWttt. 2(iriH 

2659.-■ ^Jirarwh^ mm 7 \ 

^ ^ VIRI 17 ^ + ^'1 .-f T!7^ TXI.jJ.Tfi, TIV'^ 

ir ■'3E - 4 . 'fr -'j. 

3if?niw T7 TfNn TTTw :irrTFr-: 
3Tf^4^7Tn, 'IT^K ( TTTPTT 4? -: '■>')! '■■ FTI ll-TTi-T' 

TKTFt ^ N ::iji)M FF nv'r iv^i 'ii 

iinj i[ i | 

•)T7R ly]p TfTT, T>T. jll'M'.’M 
Newlk'llu. i!v :'.^ih .\ngnst. .'^ops 

S.O. 265^. In pui s-Lkincc k^\' Section FT of tfiL- 
Industrial !>ispLitcs Atl. I^n7 {N oJ T>F7j. tbe i ViiiT.r. 
tjovcniiiicii I iitftby- pu bl islics 11 ic Ltn-i i R c I. Vo 15 I ■ im r 

tlic Colli. Cpove. Indus. I ribmi:il-cm]i ■ l.ahoiLi ■{ Mi.i i. 
.labaipnt', ns ^ho^cn m tiu; \[iiil?\eiu'.. wt tlv.' livlosii;.il 
l>is]iute between the cn^i’jbncis in icl.ou^n in li'K- 
rliaiiugeniciu oi S[-!C[.. uiilI their \^orkman. \\!'iiL!i 
received by iheCentiitl Cnvcrmricnloii 

|No I -22i)l2 I.^S I0n.'-lki( -lb| 
A.IAV FVl'MAUG.MlIT I )e^k (llfieei- 
ANNFVriil- 

lJ IcKOUr id iK ( r\ I [UL( .OVI K\M]M 
i^WSTRlAl/mil^UNAI -^ t'^l-iAMOriUOl IM. 
JARAI.ITIR 

\(>,Cf;nVTC.tt/4>A)7 
Presiding Officer : Sli i i t . M. Singli 

■fbe General Secrciaiy. 

M FNC.M.S., 

kO: Soiilh Jliagrahhand Cuibciy. 

l^i.sLL. Sun^uJu^MP) . .\\'o3liu.in i'jiion 

Versifn 

'fbe Genera] Manager, 

Fin Ik M nl baptir A rea o f SI ■ t' E . 

FS3: liaikiintbnpur. 
l>Lstt. Surguju^Mr) 


^hlrl:^t^L■llK■nl 
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awaro 

Pasiiod on this I3lh day iif Augusts 2003 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notificahon No.L-220l2/l 5e/95-I.R-<C-II) dated 24-2-97 
has referred the following dispulc Tor adindicalion by this 
tribunal: 

"Whether the demand of the MPKMS {HMS) For 

regularizing the services of tub-repairing inazdoors 

of Kalkona colliery of StCL is just and legal? IFnot, 

what re lief the concerned workmen are emitted lo?*' 

2, Vide order dated 22-3-05 pas^sedon the orders heel 
of this reference proceedings the reference proceeded 
expahe against! he workmcn^nion,>Jo statement of claim 
has boon filed on behalf of workmen/Union, 

j. The case of the manuiicineiit in brtefis as follows, 
rhat the claimants arc not workman in Terms of sub'Scc(5) 
of Scction-2 of the ID,AU 1947. That ihe claimants have 
nor disclosed anything with regard lo their employment 
with the management which is ihe basic and primary 
requirement lo tatM; an Industrial Dispute, llie Government 
of India* Ministry of Labour has erred in terming the 
claimants as workman. The Govemmcnl of India has further 
erred by mentioning about the rcgularisation, 
Rtgularisaiion of services of a p^r^on arises only when he 
is employed after appointment either temporarily or 
internittentty whereas in the present case, the clain^anls 
were never employed by the management. The claimants 
were not sponsored by the Rmployment Exchange and as 
such they could not seek lo cut down the constitutional 
fights of other persons of employment thiough Employ meni 
t’xchange and selection by ihe management ofSECL The 
managemcni of K at k on a colliery has never engaged 
coniraLLOr on Tub Kepairinu at Katkona Workshop. That 
the conlractoT workers ar^ not being engaged in the 
prohibited category, i’hat the eider of reference doesnot 
reflect the particulari of beneficiaries and therefore no 
adjudication h possible 

4. Vhe lodnagcmenE in order n> prove theircase filed 
afTidavil of Ihcrc witness Shri Santosh Kumar PandE.% 
then w orking as Sr.Rcfsonncl Ofticcr in Kalkona Sub Arca. 

5. I have heard Shri A.K.Shashi, Advocate for the 
management. 1 have very carefully gone through the 
evidence on nxord. 

6. 'I"he case of ihc management is fully established 
and proved from the imchaJlengcd and unconlroverted 
atHdavii of their wiinc55 Shri Santo^jh Kumar Pandey. 
Thcrcfere (he reference is decided in favour of I he 
management and againsi the workmen/Unlon without any 
orders as lo costs holding that the demand of MPKMS 
[HMS) for regularizing the services of tub-repairing 
inazdoors of Kalkonu colliery of EECL h neither just nor 
legal and consequently the concerned workmen are iwt 
entitled to any relief 
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7. Let the copies of the award be sent to the 
Governmeni oflndia. Ministry of Labour & Linploymcnl 
as per rules. 

C. M.EJNGH Presiding OlTiccr 
^ 27 2t>0K 

^,34T, 1947 <1947 

^ t4 ] ^ 17 ^ 34^^3771 ’¥ft. 

^ W^l 137/1908)^ 

^ ^ 27-3-2003 I 

15^-220l2/18K/l997-3n^3k<^-i3 ) t 

Mew CeihL the 27th Augustn 2008 

SjO. 2660-—In pursuance of Section 17 oftfie 
Indusirial Disputes Act. 1947 (M of 19471, itic Ccntitil 
Government hereby pubiif^h^^s the award (Ref No. 137/3 998) 
of the Central Government industrial 1 ribunafcum-l abour 
Court, Jabalpur* as .^^hown in the Anncxurc* in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers ihe in vclaiion 
to the managcmcni ofSl-CL, arvd their workman, which 
was received by the Centra IGovornmcnt on 2 7-8-2008. 

JT4o.L-220l2/tR8/1997^IK{C-l[)[ 
AJAV KUMAR GAUR, ITcskOfTlccr 
ANNEXURi: 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNM EINl 
l^DUSTRlALTRIlUI^Al^UM-LABOlJRCOUR^ 
JARAI.PUR 

N0-C(;IT/LC/R/B7/98 
Presiding dliccr: Shn C M. Singh 
Branch Secretary, 

Snmyukta Khadati Mazdoor Sangh. 

T.iraticb: Bank! Colliery, 

Post Banki Mongra, 

Distt. Blluspur (M P) .Workman/lJnion 

Versus 

Dy. Generis I Manager, 

SE’X:l Bank i Colliery, 

Tost’ Banki Monura, 

Ui sit: Bi laspur (M 1*1 „ . M anagcmeni 

AWARII 

Passed on this 14th day of Augusi, 2003 

I. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No L ■220l2/l88/97-JK{C-fJ) dalcd 
16^17-7-98 has referred iht following dispulc for 
ndjudiciition by this tribunal: 

"Wbetlier tlw demand of Samyukta Khadan Ma/door 
Sangh. Br Bank! Colliery* Distt. Bilasp«r regarding 


*TrrcT ^ 20. 20ns/^ 29, 1930 
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cfijin^e ol' dJEC (^r hirtli of Sli. Sajaii Sitiyh S-tj Sli. 

Mittu Kain, MtiLh. [iiit:r us 1943 instead oH -1 - 

1940 hy the (nfiJia^tTriL-nl oTSFri., Ranfcj Colller\, 
BikispiiC is just i lied'.' ]f so. ti^ whai re III’s'i lie 

^^■ol■fcnlatl LB cntitlird?" 

2. Vitlc Ol der'daled 16-14)7 passed on the firdersheet 
of this IV ['ere nee proceed in", tlic reRTenee peoeevded 
esparicaiain5sf ttic woikiTiJii/Unit)]!. hfo stalcinenl ofuluim 
hiistKvn [lied on hehairof’Lvorknnati/t Jnion. 

3. 1 "he cJSC 0] Lhe mana^eiiienl in briet'is as Co 1 ]o^vs. 
Work nun Sfiri SuJjn Sin ill vv;ls iriilially appoinied os 
General Ma^^door' 3-3by NoiioriLil (\xlI 

T'>evelLipinerit CorpLUJiioii. .IBCt"l-]l liie Union riiiset-l DiiJ 
issue ve^irdin^ correeiion ol' dLiie of birth nf ctnplo>ee 
eonccrue.d After detailed discussion, linpleiiienijiitiii 
InsLintiion No. ,n7 was cireokUed. Aeeoirdin^ (o M. Die 
pnocodliie loll owed tor eorncclion and revie^vine llie 

date tdhirlh of she esiiit ini employees. 'J'he JuiplemcniLUion 
Inslruction No.37 daied 3-2-19^1 was revised find revised ■' 
inodiJied inssniLtion wjis issued ^tnerally known aji II N'o.76 
for Jelet'iiiinaTion Avriiieatron ofthe dalcol'biri]i in rc-^pecL 
of esbiin^ employee. The NCDC used to DKiinlain I hi: 
serv k e rey i si cr o C i h ci r enn p loyec s.' The s ai serv i l e ree^ ird 
boar in li ihe ihimib iinpres.sion of workman wherein she 
dateofiiirdi Jui sheen recorded as l-l'4<>. In rL>ni>H reiji.^ier. 
the slimed Lite oCl^ii’lli has been recorded. In the year 1, 
a notice was disfilaycii on ilie noriee ht^iird mentioning 
there in the date ofhirth of each work titan and it was 
speed ically ptnnLed out tlnit any person [uvin^; ohieelion 
inay siibnnil liis objection williin 90 davi. In I lie said notiue, 
til e dale n ]' b i rtJt of th e ^tk i uati w js also 5;)iow u a s M - 40 
. buL he did noL suhin it any oh jeclion witliin stinitialed period. 

In lhe year I9S7, the e.scerpls of every einpltiyee were 
circulated and ilww were asked I o give objection if any In 
the snide\cci'pt. [hedaie^orhiilh of the worknian was shown 
as l-l-J(k '['fic workman iia.s not submitted any doeuments 
iDider I) No. .>7 ^ 7b w iili the luaniigeiiicht in supporl ofihe 
clyaii tliji Ills date of bii-tli is 3-3-1-1. lie never niised 
objeeDon durinu ifie entire Hvvvice period nganisi ilie date 
of bii'lti. I tie niarsaieiuent luis rigliLly l ecoisJed the dale of 
birth of wurkiiuin in \-nrioLis stniuiory records as I -1 -40. 
The workman has rightly retired from service on aiuining 
th e age o f sn pe ra n 11 uut i oi k 4' 6() yea is w. c. i". \-\ -200C?. 

4. The nianugenient in order to prove their ease iDed 
ul'Ddavit iiCilieir witness Shri S. W Patjia_\al^. then working 
as I\tso!i ne 1 Vt na ger i n an k i Col I leiy. 

3.1 have heard Slii i A. K. Stiashi, Adv^heate ksirned 
counsel Jor Die maivieemeiil t have very careful k g^^iie 
Ihrough the rwidence on record. 

6. file cjhL- ot the manage me nt is lully esialDislied 
and proved from lhe iirKomro^-erted and uiichallenged 
al'ndj\ it ol'lhejr ^Mlness Shri S.lkPalnuyiik. 'i’heiclVno die 
reference k dei'ided in favour of lhe manage me nl and 
againsi the workman t 'nion w idunM any orders as to cost;; 
liokling dial die demand (.if Sarnyukta KhaJaii Ma/jtivHJr 
Sii iigli {AIT t..'<..'). I ^r'. H i I nk t Co I lie ry. I>i ^ti. I \ i laispur reg Lirdi ng 
change of date of birth of Sh.SaJan Singh S o Sfi.Milhi 
Ram, Meeli. I 'iLLer a^.^-3 1943 Instead of 1-1-1 940 b> the 
inanugL-menl oi SI !C I.. Kaiiki Colliery. r>i^tT. Ui laspiii' i> inn 


jti'UiHed and conseijiLenik the workman its not eiiLiLleJ tti 
anyrelicT 

7. Lei the eopies o|' Die award he sent in the 
Government of India. Ministry o| l.nhotjr*^. I-.m ploy men t 
as ptr rules. 

C.M.SINCIL PresidiiigODicer 
^ f^L 27 iTW. 2['m 
2661. 'jflcnbrrha^ -STf^ThTTR. I94^ ( 1947 

^ [4) 17 ^ Tf^ 

^ T. rViM^'l iTR :r]T. 

^ ^ iTrT^frn^: mPt Ti 

ril.= 7D(l4) 

jfr 'T.-itP- W^. ^ 27- S :!t>f)^l -f.'l TD-4 
47(ii:':'i7o'2rnr^--^iT^ ii >1 

iTTETT ^^TRR 

New Dellii, lhe 27tii Aueu^l. 2D(rK 
S.O. 266 L—-In pursii.iiKe of Seelien 17 ofihe 
Industrin! Disputes Act. 19.17 (|.l nf !917l. ihe Ccmml 
Government hereby pLlMishe.^ Iheawnnj {Ref. No.rd '200 i inf 
lhe Central GoveiTUTiern liiLlnsti ial Tribtaial-L'oni-I .nhoiM' 
’ouIt, hubJncs^var. li s^h <wm : in 11le .tnneviii e. in LIle 
Industrial Dispute between ihc iii.iniigeinviii n1 hisiitiiic of 
Physics, and tJieir i^oikin.iii, received b]- Die Cenbal 
GovemTnent on 27-S-20DS. 

jNo.3 -t:ni2479a(>n3-li;{CM-IT)| 
A J A\' K t: .VIA R G A C [C I X'sk OI ficcr 
ANM:\l'Ur 

C’KlMTKALGOVKkNVIhM [MH SmiAE/lKIlirNAl.^ 
riJM-lj\lK>Lk t OCKL «Mt ikv\i;svv\K 
Prcscnlr 

Shri IV.K.K, MoUapaliii. 

Pre^icliti^ Oflietr, 

C.tL I .'J’.-cuni -1 .nhui i p' C o 11 rU 
Bhubaneswar. 

IndustruL l>is|iMlt Case .'^(Pr 
Diite ofPu^ising Awani - litli .Ink 7DDS 
bl lAVI KN 

The Managemcai the J2iicL:nr. 

) list i I Lite o r I ^hy s i c: s. Sac li i \. s I .i_v: i M a rg. 

IJhuburlcs^^■al■, Orissa - ^31 DOS 

.I>t Piin\ -MaiiLigemcnt. 

I Anil I 

I'lieir Wi^rknirtru Shri tJihn kuniai S.ihoo, 

P. Or Gad itban i k i I o. V i n - R. n i- jr i pi ir. 

Disk Nayagarh. Orissa. 

.2nd I’ai Ls-V^'nrkiuan. 

.\irr \iCA\t f s 

Shri Jaganiiaih [>asli, . l-or the 1st Park 

A dm in i si rati ve O iTi ccr-. V1 a nage ni en r. 

Shri Bijay KumarSatino . . I'lprl limsell Die !^ilI 

ParO-’VVtn kriian. 
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AWARD 

Th i: <jovemrrient of T nd i a i n the M inisiry of! ^bour, 
in excrtisc of l^owers confeTR;d by Clause fd) ofsub-Jvection 
(!) and sub-JiOCtLon 2(A) of Section ]0 of the IndLLstrial 
Dii^putes Act, 1 ^^47 {14 o M 947) have re fenced the Idl lowii^g 
dispute for adjudicatiun vide tlieir Order No. I .^20] 2.-179/ 
2(X) j/lR(CM-l IX dated 1-2004. 

''Whether the action of the Managemetii of institute 

of Physics irt teiminattug the services nfSliri IJ.K. 

Sahoo, Dish Wa&hcr Is legal and just Ified7 If not, to 

v^hat relief the workman cs entitled?’' 

2. The faetB as narralcJ by the parties in their Claim 
Statement and Written Statement are that, the Institute of 
Physicji fthe Managemeni) is an Autonomous Researeh 
In'ititute under the Department of Atomic Energy, 
Government of India engaged in re&carch in theoretLca] aa 
well dn e^perimenta] physics. Tliy instftule offers research 
i^ihlies leading to PHD degree and h>r this scholar fiave 
brai selected for Ltdmisston to PHD [>egreethrough fintranco 
seleciinn teat. In order lo provide lea, snacks and meals to 
rts employees the Man^gemenT was running a non-atatuftory 
canteen engaging different worker on daily rate basis. Ic is 
alleged by dte woikman that on I - M 994 he w^s engaged in 
the canteen on daily wa^c bufsis to clean the utcnsili; (dish 
wBBhor) and ft^r no reason he w'as refused ejnploynienc fron) 
254-2002 ivitJ>outony notice or nctretichmonT compensation 
a.'i the case may-' he. As a result he raised an Iridusiria! Dispuies 
culm mat rng [ht saire in the present referenec- 

3. While challenging Ihe averments of the workn^an 
It is contended that the Institute of Physics; (the 
Managemeni) is an autonomous research instilrrte under 
the Department of Atomic Energy and it is purely engaged 
in research In theoretical as well as experimental phy.sics. 
[■’or the above purposes it has ujwd t(^ offer rcsearcis 
facihtic.s leading to PHD degn;c to scliolurK beitig selected 
througji an enirance selection lest jointly organii^ed by all 
the aided instiioiions oJ'the Depanmcnl of Atomic Energy- 
and that the Mani^gemcnf is not like an Lhiivcrsity as it 
nettfier confers the PHD Degree nor it is govcimed by 
University Grants Commi'isjon Rules. The instirutc not 
being a profit mating institutions it can no! be called as a 
ciHuuiercia] organization to bring it Avitbin the dcfiiiition of 
' Industry"^ as defined under ihe Industrial Diapuies Act. 
Coming to the engagement of the workman the 
Managem^t fun her contended that to pnwide tea^ snacks 
and meals to Its einployees without any subsidy ir used to 
run a non-.siRtutory canteen within its premises tor five 
days in a week and to run such canteen it had engaged 
cooks and other staffs including the vrorkmim in question 
on daily viag^c basii. It used to pay the minimum wages as 
prescribed by the Goverrunenl and also bonus at the rate 
fixed by the Government ol' India for daily wag;e workers. 
To clean the utensils as a J>tsJi Washer the workman was 
engaged on 1-1-1994 but he could not be conferred with 
tomporaiy status a.s per the scheme of 1993. As a result he 
filed a Writ Application before the IJon'bk High Court 
claiming regularization and thereafter siarted neglecting in 
his duties:. He also went to the extent of threatening ai^d 
intimidating the Canteen In-charge and therefore, the 
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Management being annoyed with his behaviour had ro 
dTsepg 3 ge him from 254-2002 as a disciplinaiy measure. 

4. On the basis of ihe pleading of the parties the 
following issues were framed. 

ISSUES 

1. Whether the reference Is matntainabie? 

2. Whether the Establish mem of the Institute of 
Physiit;:i i$ an Industry within the meaning of the term? 

3. Whciher the acLioti of the Management of Institute 
of Physics is justified and proper and Ic^lly valid in 
terminating the service ofShri B.K. SghfK), Dtih Washer? 

4. fffioT^tn what relief the workman is entitled? 

5. Besides examimng himself the workman has 
examined another person in suppeui of his case. He has 
also hied certain documents in support of his conlinuoiLs 
service. The Managemen! on theodierhanJhas examined 
a sole witness in suppairt of [\s case. 

FINDINGS 

ISSUE JNO.r AND » 

6. These two isfiues are taken up logclhcr as the>' arc 
interlinked. 

In iis coiinier it alle;^ed by fhe Management that 
the said Management is a research iuscmue under the 
DepaTtment of Atomic Energy, Government iff India and 
engaged in re^arch in theoreilcal as well as experimental 
physic.^ and thal for the above purpose \i olTcrs research 
fricilitie^ leading to PHD Degree to ihe scholars selected 
through entrance examiiiation jt>intJy organized by Ml the 
aided institutions of DeparUnent of Aldmio Energy. It 
further contended that the Institute is not like an Univci-sity 
because if neitlier confers the PHD Degree nor it is governed 
by the Untversjly Grant Commission Rules, l^y advaiicing. 
the above the Management further contended that the 
organization in question can not be considered a.'i an 
Industry under the Indujitrial Disputes Act. .Sccimn2(J] of 
the industrial f>i5putes Act no doubtexcludcsaiiy activities 
ol' the Govern mem rvlaftuble to soverign functions of ihc 
Government including all the activities cdiTicd on by the 
Departments of the Central Governmeu! dealing with 
defence research, ATOMIC ENERGY AND SPACE from 
the definition of Industry. But no evidence worth the name 
lias been adduced by the Management to pfTove that the 
Institute in que^^ion is purely a research jnstilule under 
the Department of Alomic Imergy, Govemmeni of India. 
Wh i lu deposin g before the Cu urf i ts witness M. W-1 si mply 
deposed about the cjig^^ementof the workinnii in tiucslion 
but 5iud nothing about tlie status of the Management. On 
the other hand the counter filed by the Managcanent shows 
that it was onoe guided by a scheme of 1993 relating to 
conferment of lemporiiry status ^o the casual labourers. 
His pleadings further shows lhat since the workman had 
not acquired necessary qualiTitatlon he could not bt 
conferred wirh such temporary stalws under the said 
scheme. In view of the above there is no other go but to 
hold in respect of engag^ent of casual iabourer^> that the 
establishmciu of the Majia^ciuent is an Indusiiy w itJiin 
the definition of the term under tuduslriul Di.sputes Ac| 





I'ifF- Ol ]Ni)IA :SLP I i:\1BrK 20 ,2<>ft8:=nHADRA:«J. [P-MII Jl S r.:^(iil| 

iftk" TOrkjriLin ij; !(■■ l-t" i\:iiK[iL[L^I in ^twkr.' a> m 


5^70 

LI^ou^I^ o['-i^uijr>L' il CLsai uca sa ujllcfl in o 1 ' 1 ^!L^^L’ 

who arc: ui^^i.^cdiu assist in rcsf'a'cli uoik. Aoiairdioolv' 
ihL^sL' [wo is^OL^s or^: iOi^hU ia’ri Lif'iiriif>a(ivo]y. 

issL>:\o [ruv i\ 

7 . Tk’MviL-s oisti cvi JLn^;^: [Ik- woi\kiii:i:i I'iis 

pi iHliic^i;l Ll<j^-iFinori^^tiioj kL-d di- J:\l.-. Li> i i in or JvT 

to fhniUK^JuLLE oojtuiliioo.slv suk-j imDk^ 

uas yL'r'Uj;L^iJ Ljinpinymoju on 2^-l--2no2. JinJ souo EIll- 
Mniu^L-nioML ni L-.iiuiuc-i hLis adnii-Lcd tiv al'orosoi-.^ Lk is 
LIloso lOr:;.'n! -: r: i:ci.\ on sojiaI'Ovi: l iiikT hj i i('n. T'li jI\ 

q UCSJ i^ ^!1 LO OL- ■:■ -^.LI a i I K'd 1 n I Fk abi y\ c pr^ iii i i o ■.\ I k- !\k i' 
iJk" \l:iniii:i:nk'n- ^\j;s jusiiilcd h) tL^rinmiinit^ iIk- SLiAkO:^ 
0 r ih 0 v\ ai k m i il 1 't ! i out j i oi i co -w^] ro) i o! rk' n 1 ir i ipo iki i r w\ \ i 

Ell (hisijniai^M ilio M:Mi:k:oii!;:Ni W'iiTkss No. ! lias ■^L■■Li 
lliijtl. JLiviikj. In'I K'IUji c in: jnj;^LT l»i rlu- r ir-.tUL-i'. Uk- 
\^'Orkitiiin ropLiikJk r Lqas^'i.1 irn ukvoi [hnlKeri^Lls [iful ]d.ik ^ 
ant] \ Wii on iii', iv|xwiiii;_: l!k- lo iho iiiohci'aiahni iiy 

on w\»j kni:Lii cliill loni^^^F lisni Uio K:::i] on 

tliks;iA'uiii_M rii L^^ avva> wirb Itis In -.;. F k- .lUo- 
U) (Ik- ^'J'SiLSilL^ lJUlt FtC V^LiillkS hlos! TI:l' 

irlMtliFtifili nliJ d^^ oil kA\k\- koLtokiOfo^ IF lo-^oii'^rd Mk' 

wtUkk.-n luiiijor diij: mi lu'in.Lr so ihi\;ntvik'ti b\ dio 

vwirkitj.LM 3n.' tiiu1 [o ii^pnir: iiLioik ro lh^J Liiakoii!\ ^ai 
2.i--1-2ta?7 lolh".^ :ii!: \ \ iLVoi'koiLn. was L.Mk-.: Li|n--ii 

!br :i t oiiri>nii.iiiLTi aikl djun Ik- was rotuS-L^] nirijil-.'_Min, :ii 
r'rom ^^-4--^!t. ■■: im (idniin'isiivjt'n-^- ai'iiaials. I Ik- Lk :lI-. Hl.- 
oT <Fl0 wtu-ss rnriEini- shows tknl w |i i k- lkrik.]i'; 
tinployiiiLik li! ih-' vvoi-kniLin be not ni-.J .ih;-. 
introik-Fin^Oiit Lonqkns.kitjn tn' :jnv n;K-ijnL_- r’-nlko l:.- 
iX’L]!iirt:d iiiicIvT WL-tii-!! 2>-F' Elk InJostrui! ^l^|^LLk■■^ Ai. :. 

1^. Jl l.-n ilk? i:(linituvl lMm- ohho .VlLiJiLLi'cnkrn d-it Mio 
tvorkciijiL ^wis onoiiikd ^oi :i r1:ii]v rnfod hd-^w eo ^^l.l:A m .i 
(loti-^miiELoyir LiiiiiOL^ri JA 1.-2 iifcdifaU-:: llui bc-^'xk-^ lik- 
^vorXii™ iii:iny iHixis woir uko oiis.yii:LrJ on diiio -iixxl 
hLLsts irj diliVu'iil riiino / ol jobi- ntul tlk'-y noio .:l-.^l 
ptiid [ho iToiiinzLim ^\^ll;vs as tik' t.j^W'. i iH:!L :ii 

lions tsoK' 1'^ lii'k-. Likio.- ^^L[l<^n L.'l'ilk- hkii. i! ■:i: 

lAispiJios ,\s1 k'lniiikiPoiE n? A WEsrki^iai: kn ■\hiUM'-L^cr 
iLM^ori ^uHtlti ::!ll:^Llnl In iktrL'n(.liiiioni f:n[ sjlIi 
ici'inirakifiii ji iii:iiin;is li .uo.jsucv L-il’fiOik'llH-k ni. h> ■■-wjy lO' 
distiplinok^ in.hoi) i1k' soetio ^v-CzLilii inji ;:nLoLLi.l 'a* 
MrenLhiikMk In dk- ijiskoit il is fhe L-oudaLTii si.nk! 
ot'Hio MjnowL-iijLini iIljl boiiiL annoyed wv.b [he ijasLiis 
heJKilvidoj- ol [l>L' WLiiktnan ho was Lontiiii.iuJ ^>ll 
Lidiiiinislivrtivo i;roEirid. !Sut siik'e b) ihon ilk \\-oikiiuLii Ikid 

ulrcridy iv<irke;] ^(.'iiLinLioLi.slv toi iimro than 2-1 (J diiy. iii h'lO 

p r'O Lk" 0 E111 oy s '' ’ ^'1J 'n ii '^o 111 o '.i t 51 a ' i 11 d i’;l -.-i i ■-■.j 

lenniniiiotj biin vviiinxit losojiirjii in pnnri.sions n^'v^=.inir 
2 SI- nrAho FiKlnsiTiijs l>i>.)inrv\ .Acl niid n.-^ sik h tlio .-.au! 
tkliiln ol lho ^t.lr::loonfcL:M1 is hoEd Sn b-"- l^kl noiloi l.^o 

y. roinlnn m ilk- roli^l'in wliidi i1to ooii-iiinn Is 
ontillod to. ilie ov icknLL' oftlk wiirkmaii diows tiui liilo 
Ik- WEIS in ■’LTvieo bs uhL-rfd ■^^(tl^ an opt^^?l■||!l:io^■ tn 
J OLO Eoi i 111 0? ^ kk\ :: >;■ ? ti pos I FpLT- A bul ] 10 t: e .1J r i o t 

L'OniooL]! \UOcessiul anil i)i:n iJioj-LaEtei ho Fk:d 1il;;d A 1..1 ly. 
Io? t0 2ChJ0 bolnrL=- iFie ll^Ml h|o i.'xn\\ \ Ll.iiniiny. IeI-s 
ro^ylnri/LH=ioii and |>Li-.:liii;e dispikLi! litAIw sork' Ik- w:s 
I orn I i I lalod F 0 ■' 1 n oinn 1 k' il it 11111 k- Tow-a rd silk- M .1 ix i y.oi i nj: K. 
kbit lor llitso fUojiii.-os iw ELsol'ij) fi<i]rpn ''0 w\ji(IeI \x 'xr-^d 


iikh an ovoiiLiialilks iioiiikr tFio MariLii^i'MLL’nr ritn dio 
workman tan ha\o 'iruA'ih ssdiny. iTioiolbio, il';i lnnip- 
sutn iiEnniiru is plNlI In ilk- "■■w-rkrnnn ns ooiitpoiisjliLiii in 
li'^iLi nf his l oiiisUiE^nr^rM it^in Ivel-I-. ■'.laoi-i. 'Jio s'liitiu ^.'-v.iLld 
pdThiaps niccl tFio ond^ it:-nlteo AoL-ni-Jhiy i> iho 
MmTfiiiOi™il is Jifonks- !.■ ixn.uiinpoaixitdii a\'\W AmHKf - 

to tlio workniaii in liou iL'iiisiMioinonL and b.ick \vllejos. 

SO. RokS'Oikk' IS 1 "Iv.■ "i : :d i d iM0?y. 

N. k. I{. \1' dt.APAi RA. Jk-Lsidiii-^dllLOi 

LLSTOFWi | .\KSSJ >: L\ \ >1] M lJ ON lEKH M ! 
OFTIIi: :iiil [\\\< I > -\VOHKMAN. 

W.W.-I- Sflri l.^ijllVEE kLI:i::i: k.lll J 

V\'.W.-?. - Sil|-i l3ay:inidiii Mol'.-jfi.Ll! e 1 . 

ijsi oKhoci \u:vi s I rooN iti M alf 

OK I mi: ziui ibAin avoukvt a\. 

Ij-S-t.-l-C^ipy nriJios:JI:i:' ■■■'il ■:i-.!k'nioiiL tV^Jin 
[ 'W[ 104/] W 

l.\l.-2-ropy ol'oliko EM.i: ! . Aie^l 2"-! 

I’M O-Copy oj" linikiS :- 1 .ik.il-r-|i Iim' Iho 
voiM- !^■■■^ --'S. 

}Ai-.-l-t'cip;-nroLTL/l'E-nk "i s.l-iI.il^-lI rS-h-jO^^S 
I'm.- 4.4 -(_'ap^ n[V;:M-:li-. ok A.'i-ik'.(l-.il£ lI. 12-1 
K.d.'4.2-0)pv ti ft orkis-1\ . : iood.ikd 2]-> Is'ho. 

F'At-I M'npv nlA.oilili. ':■■ .i ''W \ iL-LnlEi?v:d .w-.i-iitriK^ 
F-At.-k-Copy ol Spnils t 'i:U\ih' 

IZ^t -tv(. 'n[A t>riol[ni-Eii. i"'! v-hA. 

1 Ai .-7-(.'opy of Alt si-r R- -I' ! n 1. 

JAl -7 I-Copy ol'MiisUr A-''" i^d: 

]:?iL.-7.2-Cop> od'Musii-' ‘k Ilk!', 
l-'.kl.-n'VC'np';.- o| ; - ■"■■■ :i Ik.ll 

IlM.-7'4-L'0)w l>^^U.^lL■:■ 4:=l' i-.ij|. 

I'Ai.-S-Cl.^p^ otAf>pik^iii.=ii-i..i-..ii kk l-ibn?;; 

stiM to iFlo Ibik-oioE. in nri.-K-■.-■!■ J'liv-,iLs Fiiv.ib.iik'>'‘^i^i' 

l Ar.-f^ l-t. Op> nkipplk.Ll. '■ .iiU-:J27 l t-2<J02 
Lo [Fk Drroclor. Institok -.'i'Fki;-. 4^-^ l^iiFbtisios’w.ii-. 

l-iVT.-S 2 -C''(il>s ol'lk->ki !<^■■^■^■l:’ts■!::lo^t27-l k.kM.'j 
E :-s 1 -4-Cnp^ ob.AdMknU-X-.s!<.o ^l:ikd l-^-KHJ.''. 

Fi\b-1 0-Copy oE'Anjuio! i Ik" -^ l':iiiiiianioin 
t ivt -) 0 1 -C.'i>p> nt'r:ii'i''i-i S : 'i. lx - OLiiLj.iiuonl. 
tisE - lts.''2-Cnjiy ol']^!ii-n ii:-_ ■.Mitt '."V pniliis inakii 

LaF.-E l-^kipyOE']. I). k-ko' d-I-2(F(K^ U:t!io 
R l..C.(CyH3^SR 

LIST or WliNT.Sbrs ON IN El \1 I OI I All I ST 
RVKIV M\\AC;FMi:Vi 

MAV.-I - Shrj Abhii itni 

Lis EOF DOrCMI \ r:s I \F1IHI I KIJ 0\ IJI Ii Al I 
OK Tin: ts< iv\iTi v-i\r\NAoi:>ii:M 

I ho l-^r Pni'iv-MiLEi.LL-x ino:-.: ii.m riO! xWliihik-^l .i'iy 
doctiinoiiis. 
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(Kjveininejii hereby publii^hes tiic Awiird ^Rei. N'n. 13 (\' 
1 [ ?(J6 j 0 r J n LliL 2 ii ri^^i 'I ri biicui I h: u ii^- S .iibnLir I. .V) iin I ■ m ki l bin 
;]iLi in ihe Annex are in Uie Indashiiil ili.-npa lu heL^^■eLM i 

the in.iiKL^^ern^nt ot'St^ite Ri^uk of'[V li vane ate. amJ their 
veorkmun, received hy Ihe C'en^riil (iti veniinciU on 
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S Shankar No. 9. 

Chandra liltini, Aiwar Kuriefii, 

■.[ htinelveli District. 
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I3y Adv. Sri. Asbuk ]?. sIk-iuw 

MiinLi^eimctU 

: The Deputy {iencral Maraiucr. 
Slate [.-% £i n k LI 1 1 1 lls ii ti r li re. 
Region I], Z.ontil Ofliee, 
l^niutmpilty Nnaio. 
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D "h a d V . V l nod C. fi lli id ran . 


\ fm ttJine eojtlina ap tor liedi iti^ tni hVr-20iXS. Llii?^ 
Ti jl>ajin]-cum-LLtbou3f Courl on 23-3-200S jxh-nctj llu- 
^oilo^^■lne. 


AWARD 

riiLi; is a reference made uiidcr Section !0(l)fJ) of 
Indiisu iai Disputes Acb I he rcrerence Is : 

■■Whether the iieLion of die rnaiiLiyeiTientorSLiile [Sank 
of [ ravaiteore [Zonal Offlee'), Cochin in (enininalin^ 
the icrv i':cs of Sliri. S. >ixiiik-;ir. Cashier in tharge of 
S .D T. Ra ikui uur i I ^ rand i. I d u k k i d islE. id i e I'Jeet Ih m 
IK-[2-94 is le^al and jus n tied'.' ifnol (owhal relief 
the u-'urkniaii is eiiinlcJ."' 

2. The lac^s L^^fclecLl^e in hricl areas i'olio^^s: Shri. S 
Sfiatikar loirLCti diu se' ^ ik.eoj Slale Iktiik ^iT iVavdiictPi e at 
Konri i bran l fi on 2 9-1 2 - J 9 R4 os C. as b tei'.- <'] erk .hi 1993 he 
hail sferred to Kajkninan bran eh. Tor iMiaiLilian/ed 
absence I in in 3-ft -1 9^>l istid Ibr nol reiiorlin^ ibrduty within 
.^t> Llj\sas difccird h> the luonaacnieut hi^: ‘iervice 
turrnirialeJ e X IS-12-1904. l he tunknlJiicfullen^esLlie 
tcrnninatio]! on the ground that ii is in violaltoii oTlhe 
DifKii tde SelllemoMt. 

Ai:<.ordin^ to the wanker he had applied tor leave 
on inedicol Liiounti \vi;h a nK\iitid eeiliJlciUe^>n K- [2-94 lor 
ihc period Iroin .X^-lhiol lo hi-f-iyy^. Rlh (he bank 
disre^aidin^-'. ihc leqnest tor Icttve issued a nntiee allci^iiii^ 
lb at Ihe w.jrkci v=:as re- .u tiaatUhoriscdlv ahsutu and 
\\ itlio'.iE rniilnalior: \i' l.'i-.. .litiiiH I he viorknuin x^Lls aiiiibL' 
lo repi^it t^i!' lUil^ ;l> he not keepine. well and wo^ 
tindL'i trciunien: Ik- iiad not abLniHitiMCCl liie job. He wljs 
l e! i LTiehetj v ill irn:! ul?i i ipunsLiti mi. f le is i'roiii a p^ior I'aiiii ly 
Sc I k i r I [) e co n?’ i :^t ii i a ol piit c 11 1^, w i (c a i id a e!i i Id lis 
depcudaiUs Jlr is cmiiied to be )e-ni>Eated with all 
Loiiseqiienlial heneJb:-:. 

4. AecLM'di 114 to ihe tiiaiiaeeineiu the u-i>rk luiin w lis ti 
hnbituai ab.seiuoc. f hjr iJLnatUln>ri/eJ rjlsencc he wto 
punished once with -nLoppaue of one inLi'CiiieiU with 
Cuauilati're eJl'euL. Or, an other oceastoji for having i.-n.’.iicil 
clieqties i^vithoui kcetdii^^ snJi’Icleiit biilance in the ueetnnu 
ttnJ >oiiscc|tJenL dishonour- ufelici-iucs the \u>rk]ii:jn wus 
^varrlcd h\ ihc bank. In Kaikuituiii braiuh llie workman 
rciriLiined :ihseni \jii inaio (.ki>s natl ittsih hofU VS -F 904 
onWLti Js. flc dit1 nnii Mibmit \-a^■c application. Me w.k 
dsi'ccled lo rcfioji bM dnf^ iniiiiedi^ik-h ^ls per letter LhttcLl 
I -1 I - ] 994. There :jmlo l enp^inse I Iciil'c .i niH i :c xvas set 
lo tnni I'eijoii ]ov ■■.Mthin ~'[i dtis-r; Liiiirit;'wliiuh (o 
ueLLt hi 111 ,is JiLL\ ine m 4 ui'itin i i_\ i i:t ii ed lunu ^cl■■v ice. I hcfL' 
^^:ls iiti I'eSf^onse \c=. HmuL \'i:i 2o 12 l9ol Liri order of 
lurn^iriLitK'n ^^iis i;-.^LLef.[ lL.-. per'. I.ttise Pt.j u?f sth IlipavttU! 
S-ctiicin^jtii. IkiL h:; ■.:!:! I'mu r^■i■!■.'ll ^^>l ilinv ^Miiiifi .Vi day-: 
iitjr ^4^c(■L■tl sati-^hietOf-v csol.-uniioit. flcucv- liev'L:is LrcLiied 
iLS Ii:l^ iiy. \ olnnUH 'il) rciirL. d lioiu sei i ice. Noeiiqtiir} is 
rL'LiLiii cii ON per e Mnw ) "i ti i. I Itc woi k niiin is run eni illcd 
for I e- msiiaeriX'ni ^■lr .im^ o: ii\-r rei -ei. 

.^. In tfiL- Ii 4.11 '.''i liu- .jlna ^-1 (inlciilitMi.^llic IdllovLiiLi' 

piiin-s jrkc do rt'rr-.!deritii^Mi. 
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[. SI ,iii 1'iL^ ’i^ 0) k iTiMU ronKsirn;d Lib^tN^c coiitinLuni^))' 

MiiJ iLi^iiuihorii'f^dl;’. Uji- 90 djvs" 

1. ]s hi.- ^:iniilL:Ll torivdiis[iHt;m;;nl or Tctr^i^ijlnnvrii 

T.ornpk:ihiiLion'.' 

■[■|i^ iM idL;;lL;L^(.■<MT^L■;t^ouh^■ out] Icstiiiumy ol'WU- \ 
iini] diKMJll!fKMll;jl > ^.-vkIlmih.' li 1'W 1 1(> U'> Su=:( i^^ oil 
d’.o ^lik' ui'Uk' c\\\d ^■]^‘i■ [ iind M W2 ami F■A^^ M 1 

lo V11 [ on lI^k- MdL- ol Lh^ [ii^iniinvnsi;in. 

0. Poini No. ]: I fiv xvoirkniiin Shu I^liLinkiLir’ivhti 

(ju'.filLf in RLMkuni:n i hr:AnL ti o1'S IVl. liJiniUcdJv 
liIislmi^ l ioisi dun .dnco .■'^-H-1994 ALLorclin^ [O ibcKmk ho 
l 1 luibiUL.i! jih^oiLk'o. Ilo r^'itiLiin^d yhsait contiiuioLisIr 
toT iiiniv dnin ^hi J.i\^ m:lIkmh iiuiimLiiion. Hcnt;- inu'>k.i[m 
Ilk- pi\k LSLuio o1 jlip-Li i ku SoLikinonr lie wiis lo ]u>. u 

^^'lunUnil^ roll in I iroin ioo. Ulvj L'ib 5 i;nL 0 froiil duty 
iior dispiiEod k [\k Mivkninn. OllI at cord in- lo hiin ho h-.ul 
iipiijiud Jdr kon u hji' iF^o pL-i unl I i n 10 .^- 8-1994 It) 1 - 1-1 - 199 t 

/ I XL \] VduiOli ] -1 [-1 994 i=^ iho rnoiiio is^nod U^tho 
wrkinLin n^^kiin' him lo i -L-pon Ibrdnly wiihin 3 dEiy^tH Ehf 
loooiin nr" iho okisiLi. ■] h.oLoa1ii:r ]-.>i.MI nolicc dalod 
IM 1-L994 ls^lK■■d to ihc ^-hOiknuLn j-equiring him 10 
ropoj i Jb] dut^ :^0 dm *1 of tho iiiuioo or to oltor 

mishk lou L Xidonnilon fLulnig \vbii:h ho would bo deemed 
tn Il.wo vnkJiM.ii iK TL'iivod Smm ^Cl^i^:t:ontl 1 o o.^;fuiy ol ihi: 
poik^d u!'noli 00 . ri:i-. Mas Sol Solved by I'.M.MI oidor oL 
1 orn 111 ■:. n io i ■ d j i k\\. -12 -1 994 ^.i ac t ng i hat S be \\ ork n tai 111 nd 

Ihi led m Tupoi L rni dul;. m*! Toquii ed in l-M.Vtl nndhonLo he 
dL'L'ined tu linw voknuLirily rot nod from scikiLoon 
1^ 12-1991. 

K. Ilouv^or. E.\i \^'l i>nL'opyortholojvo4|:iplioLj(io[i 
dmodJi-r-ldd-i soul by dio um'bmnn to Tlie mnniJOOitkMiL. 
Tlio Lippii^ntKMl Mototiipunio^i by l:\tAV i .4 mod 10 : 1 1 
eon i t ] L: ii 0 .1A!. ^ I - r o-:.i 11 1 ru L- l- pit dnti od &-12- d- ] 0 S' li iv in g 

sijFii l■^■!.''A■i innk-r r^M:!:cnlo oS'poslio^. In li^^kkC 
l^■M:::n u.-.i'i b-.r v-ovhm-.ui Susd sojil I oil or 

o-.i- ■ iA'.-d r ■■ ij.i.t -.irpi^oL^ for loLiVo Idr iho poriod Irnm 
: Vj.i to 7--J -t99-! i-J-.rig wuh iModknl (.'l'HII' lr.Llo 
I .V w i i : j -t'.d kM o.\4'n:9mi oS' leave iVam 8-12-1 99-1 to 
yi-i/.i'.’ = M i-.M 1 ;s!nin; with [At.UA(LLMLkdiOiil 
101 !0'k l||.i' Me hni.i :d::'■ nLonli'Miod in L\i WJi kilorilvji ii 

-.■'.■■.L i v:.'ri' .i!-.l[o*m.\ i'tnk <:lo ol p'.Jir.ling. I h- fn:<] ;d-.ii fOOn.t:-.Mk! 

j'-!: e.-lo!iMo:i Oi k.n.e up lO l4M-!99.^ in md 

Mippo.kd i > ’A- dif) medhml oorirSitnite. fbi-. ^^ll.-: 

h.ii.>v,o.^ hv !o--.i U ! ::.'d V.'? .■:oric-> !Opro^on:;nifnw k' iho 
>LLm L!;i",L !Vi-.Mtrvi- s-if lb: Kmk. I-'::' VI-Mi i- :i 
o-r: IT 0 'L- =1 ?' ■ d L^ i.. i.^H 0 on 1 ire neSi M M lai Lo r ^4 -ii i h =.i; ■ i 

h". S' I r b 111:111 o: =. I ori ri: t I b :o L.I ’ thr bii nk d :i le f1 I 2 - i ^ - f 'y.*-'- 
o.iiLJeiiMnqnoiy Sho roo.insnd OdlouM I'hcrranobVkiii-niLr 
r-.ipoiii:-.] bv h^LMMOth.ii - Mo bnisob iind ruM rfiouivoij aji;. 
Il::i\o nppiionlinn fis-Mi ibo Workman .di-iro 
VSM 99 I ;Liid Tiini tlio uwi kman !md ruM l Op^'r-ed IbrdnH 
lilt j7-t2-]99t MVv'i ihoihen Praisoh M:in:i_'jor(d'k^Mh'.iiiiaTi 
nronth 'iSniod durino truss o^inmannion ibnl bo bin I 10 nt 


I'M.M-IO reply to Kooi^M-.ol Oii-llt ubmit lAi."^ I lorn: 
applicaticin rlaimed to hj\o Iven soni by the worker arid 
9botU wh ieb Sh? Rojj.i 01 la It 1 r 11 jo h a l1 l- i k ji 1 ire< ] M V'i'! ad ni i 1 ^ 
thni lb 0 bank isStjvinii I .oev o Kooi-ter and IriwLsrd KolM^le^■. 
'I'ho leave E^t 2 isLel■ will dK-- A die lii.n : nppliod. -..mLiMnioJ 
or rejetlud and tbo l^l^^.ll■: bVo.i-^ior ^^^udd iko 
oomnniinicalioiis I'oeoi^rd ii. l!io tnuik (VtU I p^ioos l.i V 
]A\. liut they Lire nni pi:ve.j^\^| 

9. The CjUUsti^m u '.V'leLhoi ll■■o le.wo Lij4die^ninn 
diiled 8-12-9-1 w.v-. ooeisod the b.ink ntiiut. Iko 
ponod ol .^SJ days nl'ixMii-o L' -.pilei by I 112-1991 IM.W I 
leave appikntion K Jak-d h I 2-'. 99.i. 1 1 iho oppli:LUii>n wm 

aM;eivodb> tbo bank n wns’.^ it:-.in nm:. ] \\.\V2 [\ ih: pud.d 
I'eceipL S'[>r bavin ii ^ei:i H'o joa^o ^:[>plioLLLi^Ml iirMkr 

otirLibualo ot'poslii’ig In :.:x eni ii:liU.m!13so a slnn Al lu.^e 

reached tbe addres^^e^- M';: Li: ' dwed j^am^ol Lur lIk' 
iiianatiLemom argtiod tiiei .n'l.' ■ Ijm: appluimoi^ 

.^cnt b^'jfe^ijLierod pt>:?t w im a-. KrnfLS k dj.en-oni (.kie it llllmkm 
bo presu 1 nod 1 bat S1 10 J 1 ■ ll 11 .e_>: 1 ■ 1 : 1 :t h::d r:: l' ivo-:S 1 no po-^la. 
aiiiolo. tlic argmiioia is uni :ijM'-.-.iliri;:. .\ pn^ml ordolo .-^0111 
oil her by ce^islerod p^':-: -'r midor ojrLif-LiitL' oJ iHwinie i> 
sufllLieiit proof ol'h:iv Ml V -^jni ii m tbu uddio^joo .\s per 
Section I 14 S'tbo liiLb.M’ 5 'L idono: f\0 th-j :(.uni tiin 
prosLime tliat tbo t;n!Tiui"-i jj-il-s: i.:'bihuk'S-n bus bou;i 
followed in piirtKijlin c.eo-n Sin jo lIio uiMkirion lud 
prodaced the postal reLa- j^i o:' bavinj \:iu ib: uri lelo und-jr 
cci iinoato of p^istnk! it i'- k-i iIi^l nianLL^:^omt'iii turtbni iho 
prosumption lseicI pro\ e lU.Li il vwis nol l■eeL■■L\od b\ :! io 
b:aiik. fbe best pioLO ot jv;lVi=vj ■^^n■:l'd bini' boon tiio 
hiuard kogistoi-and the I ■. MVi.- Koolsiei' I bi’Lvo\oi 'il\ > Lirv 
rK>t befuro the jolii l Jl-o ■.■^vvlnMii b; I stA\ ^ Ll.a^d 
r^- j' 199.^ had 1 e-iloi j led !■ i -, e :i:io ihal I:j liLid applw d ! or 
leave wiiti mediejl Le;tLliL\iti- 011 k-l.Vl^O-l iir.d tno 
application ^vas so in urn a" jjiUlKiit^: vd p^l^tl-^L S'iil ih: 
h i) nk d id not th ink it; > iv r 1 .. : ■■ it v 1 1 1 eo fl 1 e 1 11 w li id b o: 1 lhi o r 
and ilio l.oave Keuislor. Ik'iiKi- piesouied ir. iko 

baht of l-.\t.VV2 posiiii uM -jipl 1 = 1 .it Iho loa\L iinpliL iiiion 
was submitted on time. 


10 I'he order ^>1 w 
0’\t.M2') was sent on I'n. 

I ^ ipii l 1 it 0 Sett lei 1 1 on t d at o.! 
J5ipaL<m; SetlloneJ'n. IK 

"VMiooan emp:o\ 
period uf9() -icmoroo!:.- .v 
a Li V an p b : ah on ttir !o r. 
)eavr! so bis cie'.li: orn- _- ■ 
<)r' 0 ! I la I i V 'Sn bsc e !■■■'. ■ ^ 

ovideiiJt that lio has Ii'=. 


: I nal :oiL iklkMl T?-1J;-1904 

.-.livi'.edi of pjia 1 Aaj of .Kb 
■M-1 9S9. 1- vl M-! I i-^ d'.j >t!i 

■ : :. :,!■■ him .ob'bTJili -aoik lor 
i'.:-. ■- -I.W'h :Uuii=i sU 9 i iiLlino 
!■: ■ ^ \'-l MMlino.ii jim 

.. K:, J. i ! .■■ ■; \ m 0.1 -■t'\ L- d 

■.-. ...: 4.eM= ■■. .j ^^Lii:.ia:LOly 

..- i:M-.. in I: vi' i or \^[ij!i 


lhe ihurnsi^ement !-■'■■■:! -i-'-. ..MiOicd dLo- bv u.i-^ ro 
iutonlioM of joiri:::L dn-M-.. ■ = ■^■-.■■lo.vii-vi.i !i'..i} n ai-^ 
time thoionS'kr jiive ■:S ■- 'o v ■’'i'- -■myliiW'j at 'li:- l.isi 

known addre.ss crillnyu oo. i: i.i--.-(op:|:.iL'-:!nts witlim 
"lO daTs n f the ^l:ile oi 9II- uom-L- stLitina hm^t' abti ilio 
gruiPiKls 1'or eoniiile. U- ’.bL' vviiK'luMon lli.'.i tlie emph'Sha! 
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has no i n tcnl ion of! oining duties and ruiiiisliing necessary 
evidence, where available. llic emplnyee rcpDTt? 

for duty ^vLThin .^0 days of die notice or given an explanation 
lor his a lisente wUhin the said period of 30 days salisfvdng 
tile nianageniont thai he has Ties taken up another 
employment or avoeatson and that he has no inteiiHon ol' 
nO[ joining duiits;^ ihc einplnytit will he deemed to have 
vol unlari ly ret i red trom ih c ban k' s serv ice on the ex pi ry o I' 
the said notice. In ihc event of ihc employee submitting a 
satisfacTory reply, he shall be pcrmitled to report for duty 
t tierea h er with i n j 0 days fro m t he date for the ex pi ry o f the 
aforesaid notice without prejudice to ihe bank's right to 
take any action tinder the law or rules of service'V 

^iince leave appJicalion wda already subnniEted it was 
noL proper Tor the bmk 1o invoke para 17. Moreover it is 
^ubmittL'J by the learned counsel for the workinati ihai il 
wai]>L'Cessary for the inanagLrnienl lo have stated in Lxt.M2 
teninination order the reason or basis for having cotne co 
the conclusion lhat the employee had no inlention lo join 
duty, 'll IS argued by the teamed counsel lhat since nu 
enquiry is contemplaled under para-17<a) the employee 
has no thjince of explaining his position or prove his 
Innocence and hence Ihc provision should be strictly 
conslrued. What is stated in Bxt.MI notice and M2 order is 
that the workman is deemed lo have volumarily retired. 
Whencils a noliLe under para 17(a) i^ required lo contain y 
MiLiement ihu! I he worker has no intention to join duty and 
how the managcmeui Islis drawn such li cnnctusion Since 
Llic workman had applied tor leave ilicre w-ai no occasion 
Ibr invokine puru 17 of the BipiLrlitc SeuknicnL and h.suin^ 
either a notice or an order of termination. The fnci ihai the 
pa.s[ rcLord (if the workman is not without blemish is no 
reason lo bypaiss ihc provisi^jn of Bipartite Selltcment. 
F^ence Ihc order of terminal ion is unsiislainable, 

I I. PoiiiT Mo.2 : Since the termination ofservlcc is 
illegal il loHows that the workinitn is critillcd for 
jeinstiitemem whh buck wages and continuiiy ofsiervicc. 

In ihc I'L'suh an award is passed llnding tliul ihe 
iLCiion of Ihc injanHigemenl in lerinmEiiing the service of 
Sri S Shankiir w.e.f. tS-12-1 ^“^>4 is illegal and nnju'itilled 
Lind he is entitled u> bcieiciMalcd ^^iLJl continuity ofservtcc, 
biick wages Lind other consequemial bcnefitfi. 

The award w ill eome inlo force one month uflcr hs 
pub I ieation in t he ( ) ffl eia \ G a/el l e. 

DitiaLcd i(j the [Personal Assisiant, transcribed and 
lypcd by her, corrected and passed by nv on llus the 2jrd 
<lny of Way, 2f>(}k. 

?. L NORBl-RT. Presiding Oniccr 

Appcn<lix 

Witness for workniaii 

WW 1- 22-l2-2f>n2 ShriS ShunkLir. 


Witness for Management 


MWl- 

17-2-20M 

Shi s VJ.AhrLihjjn. 

MW2- 

17-2-2004 

Shri N. Ranjesh. 

K vhiblls for 1 he workman 


Wl- 

S-12-94 

Photostat copy of IcLive 
application submitted In 
Workman. 

Wl(a)- 

4-12-94 

Pholostal cop> of Median] 
Cenincatc. 

W2- 


Receipl issued by Iho Bos[llI 
authorities for one cover seiu 
under ccilil’icatc orpu.stii:ig. 

W3- 

13-1^5 

Copy uf leave appliLalcon 
submitted by w-oj kinju. 

W3{u> 

S-12-94 

Photostal copy of Medical 
CcniUcate. 

W3(bV 

13-1-95 

l^linlostai copy of Medical 
CX'rtificate. 

VV4- 

9-3-95 

Pholoslal ctip^ of 

represcmaiion subiiniLted b\ 
\uirkiiian. 

VV4<aV 


Poslul receipt. 

WS series (6 nos.) 

tdiotoslLit copt^ ^>1' 

rcpi cscciliitiniis subntjtUxl h> 
tbc workman. 

Exhibilsforttic Mana^enient 

Ml' 

■ 14-1 W 

Copy of letter No. R.M.ifl' 

1 l.Gjf5 issued by |he F^rEuieh 
Munugcr to the workimm. 

M2- 


Copy of'inemo. No. K M.II B 
Staff-lit2 iSiLiud by the 
Appoiiuhig Antlioriu lt» the 
wtnkman. 

M2- 

7-2-95 

TemiinLLtion IcLier issuer! 

Ihe Hy. fiencral MLinuiiei O'-) 
lo the workman. 

Mjfaj- 


P<jSTa] Ackiuiwledgemern 
Card. 

Ml- 

23-2-'>d 

t "opy {1 f 1 ncm o No K M-M 
179 issLictI lo Lite 

workman. 

Mv 


AilendLiiice l^Lgisier. 

M6- 

l.^7-94 

1 .ciLcr .sent by hs oi kniaii ((Mlie 
Kceituiul Miuijucr 11(l-^l. 
State Bonk of fransaucorL' 
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Ims prayed for dispos^il of xhii matl^r by patiSing a 
Dif^puie" Aw^l^d. this TriKinid bus no other alttmaiive but 
[0 c1ispo«5e nf ihe present refeevnoe by pa:%siriLT ii ’■'No 
Dispute'' Awmd. A -"No DL.^pLiie" Award is :sccordi[i^l\ 
pjiised tlie reference i.H di'^poied of 

C. P. MISKi^A. PresiJinyOfUoi:!- 

Da[L;d ; Koll^ala 
The IR[h August. 2(J0K. 

W^T. 2(t(L^ 

2664 .— 1^;47 ( 194 " 

^ »4) ^ »mi 17 ^ ^ ^ 

^TjdrPT f^. ^ f’^rPr^' ^ d'i-=h 

tihr. t^' 'rI^ yr^JTPi^ 
ifr^nW ^ ]6-2()06) ^ 

^ ^ ^IFra "g^ 

^ I 

[ R T7?T- ] 2012/207/2005-^ SIR (^ D] 
TRRF^. 

N e w I >e] h i^ the 2 l^th A u^ui>t, 200ii 

N.O. 2664.—In pursuance of Section I 7 nf l!ie 
jTldiistiiaJ [5LspLJte:% Acb )947 tM of PM7). the Cunlral 
Ciovenimcni hLrcbypublcihestJie LO^ard (Kef. Mo. I 0 2n06> 
{)!' tlteCentrLil GLivernmcni [ndisstrial f ribiLnLLl-L UJTi-l.abtmr 
Court Chennat. a:5 shown in die Annexure in die Tndii'itriLil 
dispuTC between the management ol' Ind liank Housing 
Lid., and their w-orknnan. received by thi: Central 
Government on 

2S-OS^2(m, 

fN'n.l,-l20)2:^07/2WSIKfFl-l)| 

li. K. Vt ANCH ANDA. Seuion OiTicer 

ANMKXURE 

BEFORE THECEINTRAl.GOVEUNMENTIfNDUSlTlIAL 
TK J BUM A LCl J M - L A W>|J R OOLl RTCl f KWN Al 

l-riday, fhe2E[h September, 2007 

Proscnl: K. Jayrtraman, Presiding Otticer 

Industrial Dispute fNu, I6/2<H16 

([n the matter oflhe dL:ipuTe for adjadicintion under clause 
(dj of tiiib-secEimi n)and sub-sectioii 2{A) of SecOnn 10 
ofthe riidu-strtol Disputes At;!, U^4 7( l4ori^^47y betweim 
Ihe Management of Ind Bank lloufiing l.imiled and their 
Workmen) 

Brrvv'FFv 

l5t Party/Petilioner 
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) The MLinagLT l 2n-J Pnrl\ Re^poiKienl 

Ind bank! [uLisine Liiniied 
Mo. I lh. I3r PadhLikrisImMn 
Sabi. Chennai-b{)Ot}04 

2. [he Mjinager 

[nd Rank [ fenssinii IJmited 
Xu. 6fi. Rajoji Salai, 

Chennai-6{Hin{)4 

APPEAR AMCF 

l orlhc Pernioner : M-'s. K.M. Raine.sh 

[■ n r 1 )i e M ari; le en le ti [ : M .■■ s 1C S l 1 1^ i- li I n n a 11 v ;i in 

A^L>oci LiLe?^ Ad\nLLLlL^ 

AVVAki> 

T11eCunlraICioveniinei 1 1. Minisriy oi l.abi mjv v idc it^ 
[^idct No |.-l2G[2/:n7-20()5-]RflClj'd:iLi;d 754)I-2006 
referred ihe following Induslnal J^iispuie lo ihi> frihunul 
tor ad] LI dicat ion. 

I he itfjedLile meniioned in lliat wil der' i-^: 

■ ■ Wji et I ler l be at't ion o f i h e M Lin Liecjii en l n l' 1 skI ■ : 11 ik 

Housing' l.imiicd in di^pensing o idi die ^L■r^ ice-s nl 

Sr* L. .la>akLEm[ir. I iv-Sweeper f\vii i:^ Lval and 

jusLillud'^ If non loss hat rel id'll je iiikmon iseJihlkd 

tor 

2. Alter the icccipl ol the Indusirial Disputes. tlii>. 
Tribunal has numbered n a^; [J> Jrv2h(J6arsd i^Mied no lie us 
10 inah ‘^ide&. Both sides enicred appvariince ibiougli ihetr 
AdvtKMte^ and filed their Cl.iiiii Stalcmenl and Counier 
Suiieinc n t respcct ivc ly. 

2. 7 he allegations in die Claim Statcnieni miv bnedy 
as tdllo^\^: 

7 he pent loner was engaged id the sciLice of ihe 
Re:>pondenl Rank as a Sweeper-'PeDri with el'leei Inmi 
2d-(*3-R/>] as'Fempmniy Sub-SlafT I he Kespniideni hank 
is a suhsidkiry uoiripaiu of hidian hunk owned auiJ 
root ro I led by I i n ion o T1 1 id i ^i.' I' he su id It u nk uas coiist i LuLed 
Ibr die purpose of houising loans in ihe people. Die 
pel 11 loiiei was doing ihe svoik orsweeping thu preinisus, 
cleaning the fumilure ete. und also repLiLing ihc v^alL:|■ 
and other Lliing.s. 'kS'hilc so. all of a sudden wnlmiiL atu 
rlw rjiu or reason iKe f?espondent turmimiied the service 
of the f)el in liner on 204)4-2004. The Resfioujent has 
not given ftsi\ notice ^il'leiiriination inu'uoiiij^ntSciLiuii. 
'Die pelilioiier eauic U> knoxs that the Resporidcni bits 
creaied certain doLumenis as if tlie [^elitionci was 
emp[nye([ dirough Contractor, Ihe alleged coulrnel is 
iihaiTi and nointnul and ll is luniiing but a nuke belief 
affair. The peiitioncr was direedy engaged by iIk 
R cipondent and be v^as umder the eonirof of ihe 
Kesponderu alone, rhercloj e, the pelilioner rLiised LbspLite 
before the labanr aulboritios and nitter its failure td' 


Sfi!-. Jayakum^r 
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conciiiaLion Itis GovernnKiil Iw rcftireJ ihc di^^puiL h} 
Ihijj Tribunal for adijudicaliosi. HtinLc, [Jii: pcLiLmnev pl li} h 
thui jn award iriay he paised To rcinstMtu hi in in ^^:vviv;; 
with coiiseciueiiTial relief. 

4. Ai ihe ke-ipondenr in lii^i ConniLT 

Slasctncr^l contended that llio peiiiwer b noi aM unplowi: 
und^r the Respondent there is; no relaiion.^fiLf^ of 
employer-employee. The petitioner lias no !oeu^-:iLiinLli to 
maintain this dispuie Tins Responduru has rto< tnodu any 
appo I lumcnl for c ;srr) i on t s^s-eep in^.'e I e;m i n Lyj obs. J li i 'i 
Respondent has not employed the pelitioncr litiher n 
contractor or isn enp'jinyet. Since, there is no reLuioiisiup 
of eJiifiloyer and employee, the t[uesliori of e:|fiei- 
rctrerKliiog ortompliunte orSuetion-^^d") f.W> ooi ui i-Si- 
Due to persistent tosses, this Respondent li;is io retrenLli 
26 penmsnent entplovues in l!ie eiidre of As^iMis^l 1 ^ .-nd 
the Re^ipon d c in is presen [ K oi 1 1 h e ve rL^e h 1 1 e I os oi v 13 n u c. 
he prays iinit ihis It!) n]iL\ he diHiiiLssed \wth costs. 

?. LI rider die ciictinis.iynees. ihe points ['ih' 
de(enn ination are: 

(tl V^'hether ihe aeiion of the RespoiiLlurit 
Minnineinent in dispeu.siikLr willl the serULtS 
of the pe( It linker is Ie^a1 and Jus titled : 

<2] t'o l eSlei the peiiliimei' is enrirtL-d lu " 

Point Ni>. 1 ^ 2 

6. .A* the time oi' ciiLiLiiry, the petirioner urn! loe 

Responds;nt filed a point memo sriuin^ thm die dispnre lus 
been settled alT-r the petithmer hijs receieod a ^oin oi" 
Rs. a compensation in Iicli of reinsiaieiiK"ii in 

service and oilier Liuendant tieneiits and uIsli ].jrLociJ rhiu 
an award may t>e passcil iL'midiny the Joint me mo.is s.-t: led 
out of Court. 

7. Inview of the iniiiii ineniH] lUed hv [uiili slde^ I lind 
an awMid i:, in Ije p.issed m term?, of joint inemo Liu- n > is 
dismissed in ternis oftlie lomt ineuuv "the |oint :i.c!ii:-' 1-^ 
part of the award. 

N. 'lluis the rffeiviiee is urwwerrd oceeidinyK. 
(Dietnted lo die R.A.. [^u!l^e!■lbel.l .md tMied by fdiTi, 
eoneeied and paMU'uMeeJ b.\ me in the openciuLii on tins 
day the 7 J5th S c ]-jt c. mhe r. 2 r r( i ^ j 

K. tAV.\RAMAN. Rie^iUmy t ii'ilccr 
t: tT7^, Is 2m)S 

20fi>.-—■ ■: l-.'JV 
^ M ) "^4 ^^10 I '.■■ T jf. -st^ 

^ TT: 'Hd! Tr dT-td' 'w -f' . 

H ^f!7;irnT.- t] ttrit ^i-ji'-.-t 

^ :-H ■‘vf IR 

^ s- OS '-^-d ^r'-i r^.^it -■'■U: 

ITt. t7s^. 1:011 l72;:o(]0-R?>R -R-T.i ' 


New Delhi. l)ie 7Stlt August. 

fi.O. 2^65.--In puTsmince ot' Sceiinn 17 ol" the 
fndu.sTriat Dispute Act, h)-l7 {Id of 19-17), the CAntrul 
Gevernmem hereby pub1 is lies the award {\^ci'. No 09 :o(JK) 
of theCcn<ral Government Iridusirinl rribi][uil-cL[in-I..Lhour 
Court—Emakulum as sIuwmi m the Aiuicsure. in die 
industrial dispute between tfie munn^enieni of Stale F^ank 
of India, and ihtir u^nkniLru wtiich was rel:L■■^^■ed by the 
CTntrjl (lovcmiuent on 

JNo.l -ll3l.T47:.2orN)-lkfJ^-[if 
W K MANC'llANDA. ScethUjOpliLul- 
VMNr.MiUK 

INTIfK CKNTRAl.GOVKR.NMKNT IMHiSiUlM 
TklRLNAl^CUM-LMWH R C OI UT, TRNAKULAM 

Present! Sliri. IM - Nni ber t, [VA.,! . 1 .. 11. Ibcsid me 01 Nl. ei 
(W ednesday the 21 .m d:s>- o f M o> 2 tlO K 21 sr V ufeik h 11 I e ^ ) 1 

Ml iM) 

{I.D..^5 .OOdt of iLidnstJ U:! Ti ifumak -yiapp-.i/ha! 

VVoL'km an k Sa s i ^ I hara n. I ^id i 1 ij urek s v- li( f 1 . 

r::il:ifNiiani. riiak.E/hi IVU.. 

\-.ip[u:/]i:i 3 )psti ie[ 

]'^ \ -Vd^. S:i. .A. .I:l;^ as.inker. 

MuiuL^eiiLeiil Ihe t)epnt\ GencrLil Manuy.iy 

Sh.le l^.Liih ufljidiu, /enul t >l fiee. 

I MS fompoitiui. I hinmaiuui- 

tiijpaiuiLi. 

I3v .y-.t^ Sii.PV Suiendianaih 

'Hiiseni^e cori-.iiu' up foi lieLii iny ow RJ-QSOdOS!. this 
-]-ritninal-eLjrU'LahuLir't-i'!ii I oii :i-0>-:0i3K p.|^^cd the 
followinLi. 

AWARi) 

l liis is a Rderenec nmde under Sectl.-n bit I Kih of 
Induslrijl Disputes .Ael. (:i\- i\:iL-i\--iiee : 

■’Whedierthe ilL■li^l|■. oft'luj mLi[iai;e:ne]il ul'S-ate lluik 
[1 f 1 ndiu, -1 rival id rui 11 i: i : e I. i L k m n > tik- n' I' in i\ lI 11 :1 hi: ii lel 1 
in terminal illy, ihe -nL-iviLe-. lU" Sliri k. SiisiJIiLiiLri. 
-|-citipunii'y Mu-..-.en;je' from Apiil. Rm? kjusuned" 
If not. to what leiiol'ilu ^^■m■ktnlln is emit led to'"" 

2. fhe I'acls of ihr ni.-.^. ui hnefare as ?l>llo■^^^ 
Sfiri K. S^nsidlu'irim ii'-iuL-il ifu- ^■.l \ \cc iifSuite llink or India 
iLS-['empoiary Mcsseiuj'.o n-: .l-.ily Ik worked .u sikh 

nil CM-OJ-1997. He wa-. u:miiuited froni .wiviL'e on 
.11-()j-1997. Afeoidiiie U' tfie wuikiiiijn nc h.u1 pn! 111 
Ci>n( intmus service oi hum 1 li.u i .:7-t il.o s in u ^ eiir. Ml- w il> 
spo nsnred by 1: ni p )o_l i : le n l I " s l' 1 1 : Jip: c I hr h nd : 1 p; lea \'e \I l l m 
tlic detection condiicteLt lyv ihe bisrih lnkI he uus iLinked 
l%th. l[owcvei' Ihe haiu duJ r.iil ahsoi h him dc-^pitL- ihe 
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f&ct that there were 233 vaeangies of Tcidparary 
Messengers. He was terminated from service without notice 
or compensation. He is [table to be re-instated w.e.T 
01 - 04 * 1997 . 

3. According To the management the union of the 
worJtman had filed another' l.D. as 100/2000 in Industrial 
Tribunal, Kallam wherein the present woricman was 
amongst 84 similar workers whose cause was espoused by 
the uniati. Since ihe same issue is raised by the workman in 
the present case it is barred by principles of res-judicata. 
Due to urgent needs in several branches of the bank 
Temporary Messengers had to be engaged in leave 
vacancies, but purely on temporary basis. However they 
were demanding regular employment through their union. 
There was conciliation between management and the union 
and settlem^ts were arrived from 1987 onwards t?n the 
issue. The lass of such settlements was on 30-07-] 996, as 
per which the panel of Temporary Messengers and 
Temporary Employees were kept alive only up to 
31-03-1997. 1’hoQgh 223 candidates were selected and 
ranked in the list the sanedoned posts were only 2N. As 
per government direction out of the sanctioned posts, 23% 
have lo be [aken from among general attendance. The 
remaining posts alone coutd be filled up from the panel 
Before the turn of workman reached all the vacancies were 
filled up by candidates in higher ranks. After 31-03-1997 
the list had lapsed and hence the workman was not eligible 
for absorplion. 

4. In the light of the above contentions the only 
point that arises for considerapon k : 

Is the terminution legal ? 

The evidence consists of the oral testimony of W W I 
and doeumentary evidence of Ext.s.Wl series and W2 on 
tht side of the workman and MW 1 and Exts.Ml to M8 on 
the side of the management, 

5. The Point :— It is an admitted fact lhal the 
workman Sri K. Sasidharan worked as Temporary Messenger 
from July 1992 to 31-03-1997. Itisalsoan E^tnifted fact that 
in Ihe panel selected for absorption his rank was 196th. In 
ih^ panel wtji e 223 candidates. The sanctioned posts 
were 214. The bone of contention of the workman is that 
tfie management had earmarked 25 % of (he posts (or the 
full time general atlendance, which Is not in terms of the 
Bipartite Settlement. As per the settlement all rhe vacant 
posts of Temporary Messengers are to be filled up oul of 
the select list. But according to the management out cif214 
sanctioned post^ as per the government order 25% had to 
be earmarked for fulhriiincf jcneral Attendants like Swee|jers, 
Earashes, Chowkidars etc. Again A posts were to be 
reserved for Scheduled Tribes and 2 posts for physically 
Handicapped persons. Thus only 154 posts wtre available 


to he filled out ofthe select list. When appointment orders 
were issued some did not turn up to join. Therefore persons 
next in rank were offered appointment. Thus appointment 
orders were issued up to 169lh rank. The rank of workman 
was 196. Therefore he was not eligible to get appointment 
as regular messenger till 31 -03-1997. The direction of the 
government, i.e.. Department of Personiiel & A.R.O.M.>Jo. 
420l5/3m-Esn (C) Dated the i6th January 1976 is 
produced. Based on this a circular was issued by the bank 
dated 27-09-1990 which is also produced. As per Ext,[Vt7 
settlement dated 30-07-1996 the panel of temporary 
employees and daily wage employees h^d to be kept alive 
only up to March 1997 for the purpose of filling up vacancies 
that arose up to 31-12-1994, and after 3 E03-I997 the list 
had to lapse. 1 he management bank being a nationalized 
bank ihey are bound to follow the instructions of the 
government. In pursuance to the government order a 
circular was also issued by the bank. Accordingly 25% of 
the vacancies were set apart to general attendance. There 
is no dispute that 4 posts of Schedule Tribe and 2 posts of 
Physically Handicapped persona were also lo be reserved. 
Remaining vacancies were only 154. The rank of worker 
was 196. Naturally he cannot get an appointment, fhe bank 
has not violated the terms of settlement, Ext.MT or prior 
settlements Ests. M2 to M6. 

6, Though the worker has a case that he has put in 
more than 240 days' continuous service in a year and hence 
is eligible for retrenchment notice and compensation, no 
attempts were made to substantiate the contention of 
continuous service of240 days. The burden to prove it lies 
on the workman us rightly pointed out by the learned 
counsel for the mattagement who referred to the decision 
of Hon'ble Supreme Court in Manager^ Reserve Bank of 
India v.^. Mani (2005) 5 S.C.C, 100 to support his contention. 
Since the workman has failed to discharge the burden he is 
noi eligible to the benefits under Section 25F of Induatrial 
Disputes Act. 

Therefore I hold that the terraination of $erVLCC 
legal and the bank has not violated the terms of Bipartite ^ 
Settlements or any provisions of (aw. 

In the result an award Is passed finding that the 
action of the management in temiinating the service of 
Sri K. Sasidharan, Temporary Messenger is legal and 
justified and he is not entitled fof any relief. 

The award will come into force one month alter its 
piLblicaiLon in the official gazette. 

Dicialcd 10 the Per$oflftl Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrwted and passed by me on this the 21 s\ 
day of May, 2008. 

P. L. NORBERTp Presiding Ofilcer 
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